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DEFENCE 
Dr. SHERLOCK's 


NOTION 


OF A 
Trinity in Unity, &c. 


$IR, 
J Had heard very often, and very much of the 


Animadverfions upon Dr. Sherlock's Vindication 
: of the DoJrine of the Trinity 3 but I had alſo 
> heard ſuch a Charatter it, which both 
Friends and Foes agreed in, that 1 could not per- 
ſwade my ſelf to read it; For a Satyrical Wit is no 
diverſion to a Wiſe Man, except 1n a Play, and 
where it hurts n# Body; and I could never think, that 
true Divine Wiſdom reſts on an ul-natured and per- 
verſe Spirit, But your late Letter awakened me3 for 
I could not butthink that Book,whatever other Faalts 
it had; muſt be worth reading, which you condd 
B thin 
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think worth anſwering, and ſeem ſo impaticntly to 
expet, "when "the Dean, 'or 'fome bouy-tor him, 
ſhould Anfwer-it. As for” the -Dean, he -has-given 
Teſtimony to the World, that he has not been Idle 
all this while, but, much better employed: And, to 
ſpeak my Mind freely, I don't ſee how he is obhged 
to Anſwer,'unleſs you think a Man bound to Anſwer 
Ballads'and Lampoons; for he 1s-as little concerned 
in it as you are; that, had it not -been for the Title 
Page, and ſome particular Expreflions, which the 
Dean ufes,"and the Animadverter: fariouſ]y oppoſes, 
without underſtianding/thetn, I tonld ntver-have 
ueſſed againſt whom he had Writ. I had, a little 
before, read over the Vindicationg/and the Novions 
lay freſh and eafie infmy Mind, but as f6on asiT dipt 
into" the Animadverfions they wereall on a ſudden 
confounded, and put intodiſorder. The Animad- 
verter Diſputes earneſtly, ſubtilly, and triumphantly, 
opens "his whole'Atmoty of Metaptiyficks, and be- 
cauſe they are” thin, airy Weapons, which do no 
great Execution, he points them with Wit and 

Satyr, to make them pierce the deeper. -/- | + 
It was the Saying -of a -very - Witty -Man,; that He 
who Writes lies down, ' but-1t: 1s+to+be- fappoſed, he 
' forgot it when he:made the Experiment hitpfelf : But 
' I-muſt»ſay- thisi for the Animadyercer, That he is as 
fair an Adverſary,; upori this account 45-0ne- wonld 
deſire z -ag he ſpares not thoſe who lie down- before 
him, fo he very civilly takes his turp, and-lays hjm- 
elf as fairly open to Satyrical 'Wit, 11f the, Dean, 
- or any of '/his Friends, would condefcend: it0:@xereue 
it upon him. When 'he ventures'uponany. thing 
like-Wit, he always makes himſelF/a: Jeſt, and never 
-fo much mſults and! triamphs over ——_ 
where 


” off a: Trinity«in Wnity; 
where he 1s certainly himſdlb in the- Wrong © I: will 
not entertain you with. particular Remarks of this 
Nature; read over his Book again, if you have the 
Patience, and ſee if this be-not true. 

Bat, Sir, as: well as. I: love you, Pm reſolved to 

L hamble you; for giving, me the tronble of reading; 
this Book, not by giving a particular Anſwer to the 
whole, which. would be. too unmerciful, but by 
convincing! you, that it needed no: Anſiverz and to s 
let.yor ſee what a trifling- Anthor you have either 
admired or feared, will prove ſome little Humilia- 
tion to you :: But: I ſhall do it in ſhort; to ſave my 
16, asmuch as. I can, the pains of Writing, and 
you of Reading and therefore ſhall/ conſider only 
the;main! Points oÞ Diſpute between ' the Animad- 
verter and. the Dean; - concerning Self-Conſciouſneſ7, 
Mutnal-Conſcionſneſs, and Three eternal and infinite 


He rages furiouſly againft the Dean, accordi 
to his Cuftom, in a whole long Chapter, for dif- 
carding thoſe good old Terms of Eſſence, Subſtance, 
prog mee for = _ Nor ater —_ of 
Self-conſcionſneſs, an conſciouſneſ7 3 that an 
= wha x. it,, would believe. Fn the Dean 
would-not allow. GOD to be: a real Subſtantial 
Being, -or to have any Nature or Eſſence 3: whereas 
he no where denies, That theſe are very'good 
Words, and. not only uſctul bat neceflary i ſome 
cafes, but: yet-very- apt. to confound ns with Mate- 
rial-arid: Senſible: Images, 'when we go about to 
fot :a: Notion” and |tdea of G'O DD. We know 
not the naked-Snbſtancs or 'Eifence of any Thing, 
not of Matter, much' leſs of - Spirit, and' much leſs 
uf-an infinite.ahd- eternal CO and therefore, as 
1801 2 we 
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wecati form no other Idea of Matter, but by its ſen- 
ſible Qualities, ſo we can form no Idea of a Spirit, 
bur by ſach Attributes and Powers as are proper 
and eſſential to. a Spirit 3 which is ſo far from bein 
a Novelty, - that it 1s to think and ſpeak with all 
the conſidering part of Mankind ; but let this 'paſs, 
which the Dean is no more concerned in, were his 
Words and. Sence truly and candidly repreſented, 
,than the: beſt Chriſtian Writers,. both Ancient and 
Modern, . as were-cafily ſhewn;; did I not fear;the' 
Animadverter, ſhould: he know it, would rail 'at 
them all for his ſake; for there is not a more Capi- 
tal Crime, than to ſpeak any thing well of the 
Dean, or 'to ſay any thing that herſays. .../:/. \ 

That which the Dean. is mare immediately: con» 
cerned in, is the Idea: he bas endeavour'd'to giveins 
of a Trinity .in Unity 5 ' and: all that he politively 
aſſerts of it is, That it is a poſſible and intelligible 
Notion, and no other in Sence and Subſtance, than 
what the ancient Fathers made-uſe of to repreſent 
this great Myſtery by, though exprefled- in 'other 
Terms. W 4 

To prepare you to judge equally in this Cauſe, 
you muſt-remember, That the Subſtance of the Ar- 
ticle/is not concerned in it 3 here is no Diſpute'abour 
a Trinity: in; Unity: This the Dean aſlerts in as 
full and ample words as the. Athanafar Creed it 
ſelf, which Trinitarians themſelves boggle at, 
but without -reafon as he thinks ; for whoever will 
— Three: Perſans in'the- Godhead, each 
of which diſtintly eonfideted 8s: GOD, and'ihas 
all the PerfeQions of 'the. Divine Nature y and yet 
are all Three but one. GQD, nd an 
takes to- prove, own-the TG 
| _" {is 


«./ of. 8: Trauty i Unitya) 1) 5 
that Creed. He has beeircareful to'preſerve aReal,. 
not a meerly Nominal; -diſtiation' of Perſons, and 
yet aſſerts the Unity of: the Godhead /in; as high: 
terms, as ever.the Schools did; even a Natural Nu- 
merical Unityz .and-there iaing treaſon to ſuſpet he 
diſſembles. his Sence, for-;then-be: might have con- 
cealed it 'to0, having no-other obligation to engage 
in this Cauſe, - but. a Zeal: for this truly Ancient, A 
tholick, and _—_— Faith. Since then here is no- 
Innovation madein the Faith, nor any alteration of 
the leaſt terman it; what: is the Fault? Truly no 
other than, what the beſt Writers, both Ancient and 
Modern; have been: equally guilty, of, if it can be 
called- a Fault. » (1... 979 bas 
Thoſe who at&acquainted with this Controverſie, . 
know, that tha Objection againſt the Catho-. . 
lick Faith of the Trinity 4#niUnity,'13;n0t its contra+ 
diction to/any plain and- expreſs, Principle of Rea-' 
fon, but the unconceiveableſs of it :_ It is certain, 
that Three ſhould be One, and One Three, upon, 
different'accounts, is nocomtradiftion, and then what 
Principle-at Reaſon does a Trinity in Omnity contra-- 
dit? But.we,maſt grant, ghat'we have no perfe(t, 
Example ok any ſuch Union in Nature, and therefore 
cannot, frame a: 1compleat and poſitive Notion. and: 
Idea'of ſughan Union ::and thislome Men miſcall Co- 
tradiGingiReaſon; but if every thing, which we have 
no pakitive: Idea of, muſt be allowed to. contradift 
Raakan,yve (ball find Contradiftions enow; and which: 
is:mworſe,,muſt.be forced to. beheve Contradictions; 
for wa mp confeſs a great many things] ta be-trut, 
which. we- have 'no-; Idea opf,- and cannot conceive; 
how tbeyfhavld be. ,--:; /- 21103 2d 
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' Bur yet ſince the umconreivablentfs of this Unian: 
41s: the great difficulvy; and! great ObjeCtion: (though 
in-truth: iv/is ns ObjeQion at'all to any one, who 
confiders, how unconceivable: and incomprehenſible 
the Divine Nature-is) the Ancient Fathers! endez- 
youred to help oup:conceprion. and imagination. of: 
this by ſome ſenfible Images : Such as the Co-eiitn- 
tiality and Union: of the Sun, its. Lighs and Splendor, 
oÞ-a- Fountain and its Streams, a Tree and-ts Bratt» 
ches, 'as the Dean has obſerved; and-as” everyone 
knows, whoever looked ime the Fathers. / ' -.' _ ; 

Bue theſe are Material: Images,: and'may ferve for 
Alluſions,- and:to render the Notion of a Trinity.tr 
Unity poſſible and credible ; when we ſeeſome faine 
refemblances of it in the Material 'World y/ buv they 
camot - help -us 'to conceive, what kind” of' Union: 
there is between- the Divine Perſons, the Union'of 
Matter and Spirit differing- as much as Matter and 
Spirit do, which have no likeneſs or reſemblance to 
.cach other, | | : 

And therefore the Dean 'was certainty ſo fav in 
the right, to-ſcek for ſome Image and reſemblance 
of this Myſterious Union in the Unity of a Spirit : 
For a Mind and Spirit s-the trueſt Image of God, 
that is m Nature 3 for God isa Spirit, and therefore 
It is/ more likely-to find' ſome Image of the 'Univy 
of the Godhead ina'$pirit, than in Matter, and yet-we 
know nothing of a Spirit, but what we! fee} 10" onp 
Selves, and can -Philoſophize no farther about it'3 
for as Mr. Lock has 4raly obſerved; "weicanformnmo 
Idea but either: from/external. knprefiions; or intes- 
mal Senfations4' and therefore wear know no'mure 
of the Unity of a Spirit neither, than whit we feel. - 


" Now 


of 4 Trinaty'm Winry. \ 

 Now'whoever confers, how the knows himfelf 
to'be a Hiſtim&t ant ſeparate Petſon (from all ether 
Men, 'will be able'to reſolve it jnto- nothing-elfe but 
DÞternal Senſation, which 'the*'Dean, not 'improper- 
DAomg Selfeconfciouſneſs; The Unity of: Matter con- 
fiſts in; the” Unity- of its: parts, {/and'wwe-can-ſee; how 
far its Unity extends, | and where it erids for its 
Unity extends, 'as- far.as the continuity - of its parts 
extends, and ends, where that ends: 'But we know 
'of no extenfron or parts in a'Spirit;and therefore the 
very Natnare of # Spirit confifting m internal- and 
vital 'Senfarion, - the! Unity- 6f a Spirit conſiſts in the 
continuity (Gf I may fo ſpeak) of its/Senfation: So 
far as a' Man feels himſelf, -or is 'Se{feonſeions, fo far 
the is One entire Perſon ; -where this vey Serr- 
ation*erids, he becomes a diſtin and Feparate Per- 
fon :{For ir isa' Self-evident Propofition,” that tn'an 
intelligent Self-conſcions Being , Self can-reach no. 
'fatther -than he' feels himſelf. /And' I world: defire 
any thinking Marr to tell nie; howſhe knows hiniſelf 
to. be a 'diſtm@-and' ſeparate Perfon- from: hill: other 
Men, but only-by this, thathefetls his owii Thoughts, 
'Volrtions ind-Paſſions, \Pains art4 Pleaſures; but feels, 
\nothing of alf this in 'other-Men. 

'T have been forced to- explainy this more-at large, 
to help/the 'Anmadverter to-ſome conception of it, 
who 1 find undetrſtoo4 not'one word of it, -as will 
-appear preſently, * But to proceed. 'The'Dezn' ha- 
ving thus obſerved, 'that the Unity* of a'ſingle Mind: 
or Spirit conſiſts in ſuch a Natarkl © Self conſerour' Ser- 
'fetion,” this led -bim "onto! that other 'Notton- of a- 
Mirai. con ſcioufubf,. which may be berween'Three 
'diftin&t - Spirtts, arid**njake them naturally One; *as 
' mach” as'Three*canbe One. '*For if -# Natural Self 
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conſcious Senſation -makes: a Spirit One. with it ſelf, 
why. ſhould not a natural Mutual-conſciows Senſation 
.-unite Three into One? For if natural Unity ex- 
tends. as far as Conſcious Senſation, then if Conſcious 
Senſation extends to- Three, | why: ſhould-not theſe 
Three be acknowledged to be naturally-One 2 That 
as a natural Self. conſciouſneſs makes One natural Per- 
ſon, ſo natural Mxtxal-conſciouſneſs ſhould make a na- 
ral Trinity in Unity? For my part, I believe it is 
much eaſier- to cry | down; this» repreſentation as a 
Novelty, than to offer, one word of Sence-again(t 
it, or to make any other repreſentation, of - this 
Myſtery, with ſo fair and natural an appearance of 
Truth and Reaſon :: For this Mytual-conſcionſneſs 
being. 4 wn Senſation., . 1s- not . a; meer Moral, 
but a natuxa}, Union, not_a_ Cabal of Gods,.. as- a 
Socinian Writer Prophanely-ſpeaks, but one ſupream 
natural Deity. 

This indeed forced the Dean to ſpeak of the 
Three infinite and eternal Perſons im the Godhead, 
under;the Charater of Three infinite and eternal 
Mindc, for this conſcigus Senſation,., whether . Self- 
ar K-45 or \ Mutual-conſciouſneſt, can belong 
only to Minds; and if every Perſon in the Trinity, 
conſidered as a <diſtin&t Perſon , be not a diſtin& 
infinite, ;and eternal \Mind, _ there is, I confeſs, an 
end of the Dean's-Notion,, but then, I doubt, there 
will be an end of a Trinity of Perſons alſo, and we 
ſball have-nothing; left but a Trinity of Modes and 
Poſtures, and: Names, not in the Unity of the God- 
head, but/ in the, Unity. of qne, Perſon who is the 
whole Deity and Godhead. But if every: diſtin& 
Perſon in the Godhead confidered as diſtin&, be 
an infinite and eternal Mind, as it muſt be, if ev 

diſtin 


of a Trinity in Unity, 
diſtin& Perſon, be GOD; unleſs any thing elſe 
than an infinite Mind can. be GOD, though it be 
an uſual way of ſpeaking to call them Three eternal 
Minds, yet there is no Hereſie in it, nor any in- 
rended by it, as will appear before we part. 

Nor ought this to .paſs for meer Fancy and In- 
vention 5 \# as the Dean has ſhewn the Phraſes and 
Expreſſions of Scripture, whereby the Union be- 
tween Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt is deſcribed, 
do naturally, repreſent this conſcious Union, and 
cannot well be underſtood without it 4 for that- the 
Father ſhould be in the Son, and the Son in the 
Father, ſo as perfectly to comprehend and be com- 
prehended, with ſeveral like Expreſſions, is made 
very poſſible and intelligible by a mutual conſci- 
ous Senſation, but gothing elſe will afford us any 
Conception of it. 

Now ſuppoſe, That after” all theſe fair Appear- 
ances, a ſpitefnl Wit could ſtart ſome difficulties in 
this Notion, (as it is not to, be expected, that in 
a matter of ſo high a Nature, we ſhould have ſuch 
a-perfe& comprehenſion of it, as to leave no difh- 
cultics unexplained) ought not the Dean to have 
met with as fair Quarter, as other Writers have 
done in the ſame cauſe? Has he not given us as in- 
telligible a repreſentation {and it is intendedfor no 
more ) of a Trinity in Unity, as the Sun, its Light 
and Splendor, a Tree and its Branches, a Fountain 
and its Streams, or a Mathematical Cube Are 
not all theſe Accounts, much more chargeable 
with Tritheiſm or. Sabellianiſm > are not+ the 
Snn , | its , Light and Splendor, as +much' Fhree, 
but not ſo much 'Cne, -as Three | Conſcious 
Minds? Can there be a Trinity. in Onity, + un«. 
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work could -our Animadverter haye made with the 
Ancient Fathers, and ſome late Writers, had he 
thought fit to' have treated them as he has done 
Dr. Sherlock? But it is in vain to expoſtulate, when 
the Man, not his Notions, is in Faultz and the only 
Comfort in ſuch caſes is, That Mahce is as blind as 
Love, and (o it has happened to the Animadverter, 
as I ſhall make appear. 

But before 1 particularly anſwer the Animad- 
verter's Arguments againſt Self-conſcioufneſr and My- 
tual-con(cionſneſs, and Three eternal Minds, it will 
be neceſiary to Diſcourſe ſomething mm general con- 
cerning a Trinity in Unity, and the words where- 
by to expreſs it. For a Trinity in Unity js ſach a 
diſtintion, and ſuch an Union, as 1s peculiar to the 
Godhead; and though there are ſome faint reſem- 
blances'of it in Nature, yet Nature has nothing like 
it, and then it is impoſtible we ſhould have any 
words that can adzquately expreſs it. It may help 
to allay the heat and virulence of Diſputation a- 
mong thoſe who heartily believe a Trinity in Unity, 
(as I hope the Animadverter does) to diſcourſe this 
matter plainly and briefly. 

The Scriptures, both of the Old and New Teſta- 
ment, every where aſſure vs, That there is but 
One GOD; and not to take riotice now of the 
more obſcure mtimations of a Trinity in the Old 
Teftament, Chriſt in his Goſpet, and his Apoſtles 
after him, have aſcribed the Name and Charatter 
4 incommunicable Attributes of GO D to Three, 

ther, Wn; and Holy Ghoſt ; we are by the Com- 
mand'of Chriſt Baptized ## the Name of the Father, 
and. of the So, and-of the Holy-Ghoſt, and we ate 
\', bleſſed 
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of. 's Trinity in Unity, 
bleſſed in. their Name, The (Grace of our Lord Jeſws 
Chriſt, and the Love of God, and the Communion of 
the Holy Ghoſt, be with you all Amen. Chriſt de- 
clares himſelf to be the Son of GOD, and to be 
One with his Father:z and St. John tells -us, That he 


is. that Word, | which was in the beginning, and was 


with God, and was God. That by him all things 
were made, and without him was not any thing made, 
that was made. And the like Divine Attributes are 
aſcribed to the Holy Spiritz and therefore, though 
there be One GOD, we muſt acknowledge, if we 
believe the Goſpel, that there are Three, Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt in the Unity of the Godhead. 
This is the true fimplicity of the Chniſtian Faith, to 
believe Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt to be One 
GOD; that the. Father 1s not the 'Son, ' nor the 
Holy Ghoſt; that the Son 1s not the'Father, nor 
the Holy Ghoſt z that the Holy Ghoſt is not the Fa- 
ther nor the Son ; but that the Father is God, the 
Son, God, and the Holy Ghoſt God z/ and all Three 
but One God. 

Now one would have thought, that"the Autho- 
rity of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, had been a ſufficient 
Foundation for thx Faith, without any farther en- 
quiridsz but the Devil very well knew, That the 
whole Oeconomy of our Salvation. by Chriſt, .and 
conſequently the. whole Chriſtian Religion, de- 
pended on this Faithz and that” the. curiofity of 
Mankind, the weakneſs of their Underſtandings, 
and their vain preſumption in meaſuring GOD 
himſelf by thew narrow Coneeits; might- eafily be 
managed to unſettle theſe Foundations 3/ and there- 
fore here he made ſome of his earlieſt Attempts. 
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The ancient Chriſtians, |before this was made a 
matter of Diſpute, contented themſelves with pro- 
feſling their Faith, in One God, Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt z but when Herefies in ſeveral Ages' of 
the Church were broached, :and ſome, to ſecure 
the Unity of the Godhead, made Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt no more than Three different Names, 
belonging. to Three different Appearances and Ma- 
nifeſtations of the ſame One God; others (if they 
were not miſunderſtood or miſrepreſented ) did 
not only diſtinguiſh,” but ſeparate Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, and made Three abſolute independent 
Gods of them, and others denied the Divinity of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt,which preſerved the Unity 
of the ' Godhead, by reducing the only ' begotten 
Son, and «the Holy Spirit of God: into the. rank 
of Creatures; This forced the Orthodox Fathers 
into a Niſpate, where they wanted Words adzquate- 
ly to expreſs their Sence. 

The Dodqtrine, which they conſtantly affirmed and 
defended againſt Hereticks of all forts, was this; 
That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, were Three, as 
really diſtin from one another, as Three humane 
Perſons are, and that each of them is true and per- 
fe& God, and has all Divine 'Perfeftions in him- 
ſelf, and yet that all Three are eflentially One, and 
the ſame eternal and infinite God. But when they 
came to ſay, what theſe Three are, and how they 
are One, by what Name to call this wonderful di- 
ſtintion and -Unity, here Words failed them, as 
of necellity they muſt, becauſe there is no ſuch Di- 
{tintion and Unity in' Nature, and therefore no 
Name for it. For the Names of diſtin&tion in or- 
dinary uſe do not only diſtinguiſh, but divide and 
ſeparate 


of a Trinity n Unity. 
ſeparate their Subje&s , and the Names of Unity 
ſignifie ſingularity alſo, 'which admits no number. 
And this has occaſioned moſt of our cavilling Dif- 
putes, and raiſed all the noiſe and clamour about Ab- 
ſurdities and Contradifions in the Doctrine of the 
Trinity 3 and there is no help for this, if Men will 
ask ſuch Queſtions, as the proper and natural fig- 
nification of Words cannot reach the Myſtery of, 
and not allow ſach a Theological uſe of Words, as 
a little alters their natural Signification, to accom- 
modate them to repreſent ſome divine and ſuper- 
natural Myſteries. 

Thus for Example : A Perſon ſignifies a reaſonable 
underſtanding Being, which aQtually ſubfiſts, and is 
diſtinguiſhed from all other Beings of the ſame kind 3 
but then it ſignifies more than this, not only a di- 
ſtin&; but a ſeparate Subſiſtence; for ſo all created 
Perſons are, not only diſtinct, but ſeparate Beings, 
who have a compleat, abſolute, independant Subſi- 
ſtence of their own. But when we uſe this Word 
Perſon 1n a Theological Senſe, as applied to Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt inthe ever-bleſſed Trinity, we 
only uſe it in the ſenſe of diſtind&ion, not of ſeparation, 
to ſignifie, that each of theſe Holy Three has all the 
Perfe@ions of infinite Mind and Underſtanding, di- 
ſtintly, as other Perſons have, but not ſeparately, 
as created Perſons have. And ſince there are Three 
in the Unity of the Godhead thus really diſtinguiſhed 
from each other without a ſeparation, I know no rea- 
ſon why we may not uſe this Word Perſon in this li- 
mited"Sence, to fignifie Three, who are as really di- 
ſtin& from each other, but not ſeparated, as other Per- 
ſons are : For when it is known 1n what ſence we ule 
the Word, when applied to the Trinity, it istrifling 
to 
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to diſpute againſt Three Perſonsin the Godhead, from 
the ſignification of the Word Perſon, when _ to 
Creatures 3 and yet this is the Sum total of all the 
Socinian Arguments againſt Three Perſons, and One 
God, and of all the Contradidons they pretent] to 
find init. Three Divine Perſons, they ſay, muſt be 
Three abſolute, compleat, independent. Gods, be- 
cauſe Three Humane Perſons are Three compleat, ab- 
ſolute Men, who ſubfiſt independently on each other 
and therefore jt is as manifeſt a ContradiQton, 
That Three Divine Perſons ſhould be but One God, 
as it is, that Three Humane Perſons ſhould be but 
One Man ; which ſignifies nothing, if we do not uſe 
the Word Perſon inthe ſame Senſe (and all the World 
knows we do not) when applied to the Holy Trini- 
ty, as when applied to Men : For it is meer triflin 

to diſpute againſt us from ſuch a Senfe of the Word, 
as we reje@, and declare to all Men that we do re- 
jet. The moſt that can be made of this is, that we uſe 
an improper Word,and ought not to call Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt Three Perſons, becauſe that is to 
make Three Gods of them, as Peter, James, and 
John are Three Men : But when the importunity of 
Hereticks forces us to find Names for that, which no- 
thing in created Nature can anſwer, it they will not 
give us leave, we muſt take leave to uſe the propereſt 
Names we can find, though not every way proper ; 
and fuch the Name of Perſon is, when applied to the 
Perſons of the Trinity : For all that this Word Perſon 
ſignifies, except «4 ſeparate Swbſeftence, belongs 'to the 
Perſons of the Holy Trinity. An intelligent Nature, 
and all perſonal A&s of Underſtanding, Volition, &c, 
do asdiſtinQly belong to each Perſon, as-to any Hu. 
mane Perſons 3 and ﬆ is this makes a Perſon, not 'a 
ſeparate 
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ſeparate Subfiſtence, which belongs only to finite and 
created, not to infinite and eternal Perſons: And 
therefore the Word Perſon is properly enough appli- 
ed to the Three Divine Perſons, Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, becauſe all that is eſſential to the Noti- 
on of a Perſon, belongs to each of them, though 
png do- not ſubfiſt ſeparately, as Humane Perſons 
0, | 

But yet Men are very apt to judge of the Divine 
Perfons, by what they fee m Humane Perſons, and to 
fancy theſe Three Perſons in the Deny to be like 
Three Men, who have theſame Humane Nature, but 
ſabſiſt and at ſeparately, and are Oze only by a moral 
Conſentand Unity : And therefore to prevent this 
Imagination,” which betrays Men todown right Tri- 
theiſm, others, without reje&ing the Name Perſon, 
have thought fit more expreſly_ to fignifie what 
kind of Perſons they are, by calling them Three Sub- 
ſiftences;, that is, Three who have all the Perfedtions 
of the Godhead, and do really and diſtmdaly ſubfiſt ; 
for elſe they could not be Three Subſſtences, but yet 
do not ſubſiſt as ſeparate Perſons, but are eſſentially 
One God : For Srbfiſftence does not neceſfarily infer 
| Separation, for Three may diftinitly fublift, though 
eſſentially and inſeparably united. ' And this 1s the 
difference between Perſon and Subſiftence, that accord- 
ing to the moſt uſiral acceptation of the Word Per- 
ſon, whichit is hard tocorreCt, (for that Idea which 
in common ufe belongs to a Word, is apt toſtick cloſe 
toit,) Three Perſons, (ignite Three whoſubſiſt _ 
and as ſeperately as Three Men do : But Three Subſ#- 
ſtences are Three Perſons who ſubſift diſtindtly with- 
out Separation : For Swbſſtence neceſfarily (ignifies a 


diſtin and rea}, but not a ſeparate Subſiftence 3 for | 


if 
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if Three really ſubfiſt without a Separation,: they are 
Three real Subſiſtences ; and therefore it is in vain 
for the Socinians to diſpute againſt Three Perſons, 
that they muſt be Three ſeparate Perſons, unleſs they 
can prove that they cannot really ſabfiſt 'without a 
Separation, Which none of them ever yet undertook; 
and yet all their Talk of Contradictions and Three 
Gods, vaniſhes withoat it. 

What I have ſaid of the Word Perſon, is with equa! 
reaſon applicable to the Word Mizd. The Animad- 
verter objedts againſt the Dean, That a Mind or Spi- 
rit is an abſolute Being, Nature, or Subſtance 3 and I 
grant it is ſo in the common uſeof the Word, asa 
applied to created Minds and Spiritsz but fo 1s Perſon 
alſo, as much as Mind; and it we allow of a Theo- 
logical uſe of the Word Perſon,why not of Mind too? 
to fignifie an inteligent Subſeftence, which is a Mind 
too, but not 4 ſeparate, Mind, and therefore not 
ſuch an abſolute Being, Nature, and Subſtance, as 
a created Mind is. And when the Dean ſpeaks 
of . Three . diſtin infinite Minds , which are efſen- 
tially and inſeparably One , he could mean nothing 
more than three diſtinct intelligent, but not ſeparate 
Sabſiſtences: And he needs ask-no other Pardon, bur 
for the uſe of a Word, which the Schools have not 
conſecrated. | | 

But there is greater want of Words to expreſs the 
Unity and Oneneſs of the Divine Nature and Eſſence, 
than the diſtintion of Perſons. The Nicene Fathers 
in their Controverhie with Arizs, of which, (if there 
be occaſion more hereafter,,) who denied the Divi- 
nity of Chriſt; and made;him no-more than a- Crea- 
ture, though as perfeQ, and as like to God asa Crea- 
ture. could be, uſed the Word Homoonſron, which 
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They very often explain this | 
Specifick Ubity + That the 
the ſame Nature, as Abribar” Y 
therefore they call Men, who ears Tate $peci- 
fick Nature, 'Oug&nc:, and ſo theydo- the Sun, its 
Light, and Splendor, the Treeand rs Branches, &c. 
And this is 17: part a true; EE of the Ho- 

er, or Samenels of ie Perſons of 
the Holy Trinity; for if there p/n "that which 
perfetly Anſwers, thi it "much. out-does alſo a 
agreey Barron and þ. wh their Nature ot 
t E, and accoral proye' the 
Arians, that Chriſt an of Son of 00 if he 
be not Homoouſtor to 'his Father, becauſe every Fa- 
ther begets a in his own Nature. - 

But yet we muſt not ſay, nor did they intend it 
ſo, nb Mn of Lag ne T2 0d 
Sori, and Holy Spirit, is 2 nietr men 
For we miſt not make the Divide Natore a Species, 
which is common to more [ndividuals,. for then the 
_ of the Divine Nature is rio more. than a Lo- 
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That the Father ſaffered as| well:as the Son, as Sabels: 
a» taiight, Itis fuck Animadverfionsand fiickunintel- 
ligible Notions, 'which makethe Chriſtian Fanh ris 
diculed Atheifts and Hereticks. 03. living 4 
- -Bur th rom y.45, how-to-conceive Orie 
Individual / whict- is warericalls One, buris 
not One ſingle Nature : And yet thus 1t muſt .be, if 
there be a —; Three real and 
Subſiſtences in One Divinic Nature 53 whi Coun- 
terfeit Arcopegite, but! an andent and-learned' W ris 
ter,calls Mora2z +puniviriga:rey, a Monad or Ouite, which 
thrice ſabfifts, or has Three Subſiſtences 3 whereas it 
is demonſtrable, Thar One : 
but once, or have but One Subfiſtence :- And'there- 
fore the ancient Fathers owned,that Father and Son is 
dlizs & alins, and that Godis ſolar, but nor ſolitarins. 
That 1 may be the better underftood, and give 
you ſome imperfedt Conception of this great and ve- 
nerable Myſtery, let us contemplate this individual 
Identity and Samene of Nature, in a Man and his 
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A Man ſces his own Image in a Glaſs, the exatt 
Proportion of his Body, aHl the Lines and Features 
rt his Face, all his own Motions, and man 
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elves. 

Now I defire to know by 'what Nameyou mould 
call-ſach a;living - Image?-You:cannor: ;deny him to 
be.a Man, -becanſe he has Humane Nature.in bimſelk; 
and diſtin&ly in himſelf, as compleatly and-p woly 
as the Man has, whoſe Im Te he:is, or-elſe cre 
not .a ;compleat-and perfect Image .: 'And yet = 
cannot'ſay. that che'is a-diſtinft Man, or another Man, 
a Second Man, for -he'is but an Image, and the ver 
lame with the Origunal, and —— they ate bath 
but One Man 3; naturally One, not as Two other 
Men are, who may be -morally One , by 'a Conſent 
and Agreement of Underſtanding and Will, buy-/by 
at! individual Unity and Sameneſs of Nature and 
Will: And yet you muſt confeſs them to be Twa, 

. though not Two Men, not Two Humane Natures 5 
for the Man is ny 27 age, nor the Image the Man, 


whole Image be s : you will call the Man a 
| CTR 
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Perſon, as certainly every Man is a Perſon, then 
his Image, 'which is the ſame with himſelf, muſt 
be -a Perſon too, and not the fame Perſon': So 
that here -are Two diſtin& Perſons ſubſiſting in One 
Individual Nature, not multiplied, bat repeated in 
its Image. There is indeed no ſach living: Image as 
this in created Nature 3. but yet this is the true Nature 
of any Image, and gives us an intelligible Conception 
of the Unity of Nature ina-plurality of Perſons. 
And this 15 the plain account-of the eflential Unity 
between God the Father, and God the Son. Chrilt 
is.expreſly: called ewy ©es, the Image of God, 2 Cor. 
4- 4- and Cok. 1. 15. and faid to be oy ugp3 ©ss, in the 
4 yo God, Phil. 2. G and to be the brightneſs of 
s Glory, x, yapaxrip > wvengaioius avre, the exprets 
Charadter nd Ima > of his Perſon. And becauſe 
there are ſeveral ſorts: of Images , the ancient Fa: 
thers declare what kind- of Image Chriſt is of God the. 
Father 3 That he is not a dead Picture, nor a- meer: 
Reflection in a-Glaſs, but is a-lkving Itnage of the li- 


ving God. .Zwyrs x Cao, as Gregory Nazianzen ſpeaks, Greg. Naz. 
Deum viventis Dei vivam imaginem, as St. Hilary tells = de 


us, that Chriſt is God, the living Image of the living Trisic. 


God, Einwv Cao, func, x amapanaxtes Tiaopers Og, 
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maſcen {peaks, That the Son is the living, natural, 
1nyariable Image of the inviſible God 3 havingthe 
whole Father in himſelf, and being upon all accounts. 
identically the ſame with him, excepting the Prina- 
ple and: Cauſe of Being ; that is, that He is begotten: 
eternally of the Father, but the Father is unbegotten.. 

But then, rhough he be the Son, and the be-. 
gotten. Image of. the Father, he is not his Image 
meerly, 
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meerly as other Sons are the Images of their —_ 
who, though they partake of the ſame 
ture, = be very unlike them, and are not the rt 
__ as Gregory Nazianzen tells us in the place above-ci- 
is the hving Image of the living Father, $ 
__ Foe Ta mmeghaxrey) Te rn 6 £>0,9 To Dd 
—_— y* TUTH Yap A 7] &T)\ay voy jun mol ft 
colnet, TH —_—_ aA Gaov GAs TVTOY » #, Ty 
DV UgiMov, But a more | e 
than Sethi is yn or r xy Child of his Father's for 
the Nature t fach fine wple and nnmixt things, as un [- 
mage is, is not to _ like, and partly unlike, ( as 
Children are to their Parents, ) but that the whole repre- 
ſents the whole, as the impreſſon does the Seal, and rather 
to be the ſame, than tobe bike. 
But St.Gregory Nyſſen gives us the moſt exact Deſeri- 
ption of- Chriſt's being * theli. 
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Te ate . it. Thus we ſay, the Lord 


the Image of the inviſible God, is 
immediately and inſtantly wr of together with his Fa- 
ther, Does the Father will any thing? the Sou «le 
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why 3s in the Father, knows the Father «Will, or rather,s 
the Father's Will. Whether this be not the Dean's avatu- 
al Conſciouſneſs, which-maſt of neceſlity be between 
2a living Image and its Prototype, or that whereof it 
15 the Image, and is the moſt natural and inſeparable 
Union af all, let any Man judge, 

It were eafje to fill the Margin with ſuch Quota- 
tions as theſe, as you who are converfant in the Fa: 
thers, very well know ; but I ſhall only farther ob- 
{erveat preſeat, that the Fathers madeuſe of this No- 
tion of the Son's being the living Image of God his 
Father, both: in their Fſparnogaiant the Ariars and: 
Sabellians. 

They proved from hence agaiaſt the A4riavs, that 
the Son was $,yraG-, of the fame Nature with his 
Father, which isa plain and neceflary Conſequence, 
and needs noproot 3 for if the Father and the Son be 
the ſame, [as a Prototype and his Image, there can be 
no Diverſity of Nature between them. Thus Se. Hi 
lery, St. Baſ6l, St. Cyril, St. Ambroſe, St. Athaveſius, 


Greg. Nyſew, St. Auſtin, and. all the Fathers who- 


were concerned in the Arian Cantroveriie, reaſon: 
at large. 

Andcbas they proved agaialt the Sabelliarns, That 
God was not One fingle Perſon, diſtingaiſhed only 
by Three Names; becaule the Son is the living fab. 
Going Image of the. Father, and the Image and the 
Prototype cannot be the ſame, but muſt be Two z no- 
Man is his own Image, nor is an Image the Image of 
i fel, This is ſo Gif-evident, and fo frequently ac- 
ears in the ancient Writers, that I (ball not detain you: 
with particular Quotations at proſent. 

Thas real diſtingion of Three in the fame: indi- 
vidual numerical Nature, the Ancients exprefied a 

the 
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the Term «waptews : That the fame One individu- 
al Nature ſubfiſts —_ - pus real GR, 
not by multiplying, but only by repeating it ſelf. 
a Man and his living Image Teal be Two real Sub- 
fiſtences, but not Two Men, nor Two Humane Na- 
tures, but the ſame Man and the ſame Nature ſabfiſt- 
ing twice in Two different mayners, not like Two 
Men; but as the Prototype and the” Image, which 
are really and diſtintly Two, and yet but One Man. 
Thus Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt arereally Three, 
but have the fame individual Nature, and are the 
ſame One God, and differ only in their manner of 
ſubſiſtingz That the ſame Divine Nature ſubſiſts ori- 
ginally in the Father, and ſabfiſts again in the Son, as 
m a living Image of the Father, and ſubfiſts a third 
time in the Holy Ghoſt by an eternal Proceſſion from 
Father and Son, in eternal, living ſubſtantial Love. 
In this Sence the Ancients underſtood the Word 
Subſeftence, not in the Abſtrat, as ſome modern 
School-men do, and as the Animadverter ſeems to do, 
if I underſtand him, or he underſtands himſelf; bat 
in the Concrete, for that which does really and aQtu- 
ally ſabfiſt ; which does &xſtare, and 1s called by 
them Extaentia and vwagfs : And this is very intelligi- 
ble, that there are Three real Subfiſtences, or Three 
that really ſabfiſt in the numerical and individual U- 
nity of the Divine Nature, But to talk of Three 
Sabſiſtences in the abſtra&t without Three that ſab- 
fiſt, or of One ſingle Nature, which has Three Sub- 
filtences, when it-1s impoſſible, that- in Singutarity 
there can be more than One Subfiſtence, is too fine 
and metaphyſical for me, and1envy no Man that can 
underſtand it. "Yizas among the Greeks is, res - 
fiftens & ſubſtantiva, as Petavius proves; a ſubſiſt 8 
an 
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and ſubſtantial thing : And St. Azvbroſe abhors the 
thoughts, that the Son ſhould not be a Subſtantial Son, 


who gives Subſtance to-other things 3 Nox eſſe filinzm 

Fn antivum, qui aliis et habers antionr pry rag oy 
acundas tells us, that theſe Words, Perſor, and g.,c,raw pro 

Subjiſtence, were uſed by the Fathers in oppoſition to defenſone 

the Sabelian Hereſie 3 and therefore muſt. ſignific 19" capir, 

Three: that did ' really and- ſubſtantially ſabfilt 3 as © **. 

St. Hilary teaches, Now unum eſſe ſubſiſtentem, ſed unam gil.1. deSy. 


James noÞ®differentem 3 That there is not One who "0d. 
ſubſiſts, but One Subſtance without any diverſity z, that 
15, in threedifferent Subſiltencies. 

There could not have been more proper Words 
thought on to repreſent a Trinity in Unity, than 
Three Subſiſtencies in Ove individual Nature, which 
differ in nothing from each other, but in their diffe- 
rent manner of. Subfiſtence. For it 1s certain here 
are Three different kinds of Subfiltence, - which are 
not to be found inany One thing 1n the World be- 
ſides. Nothing elſe has any more than one real Sub- 
ſiſtence 5 for every Being in Nature belides is fingu- 
lar, or has but One fingle Subliltence. Every Man 
and Angel is a ſingle particular Creature, fubſiſts 
ſingly and ſeparately by it ſelf, and is fingly One 3 
but if there be a Trinity in Unity, the ſame Divine 
Nature muſt ſabſiſt wholly, entirely, and ſubſtanti- 
ally in Three, but in a different manner to makethem 
Three. And it is as certain,that the Father and the Son, 
though they have the very ſame Nature, yet ſubfiſt 
in a very different manner, the Father as Original 
Mind, the Son as the perfect, living, ſubſtantial þ- 
mage of the Father, which is as different as the Sub- 
ſiſtence of the Prototype and the Image 3 and every 
one will grant, that a Man _ his Image, though it 

were 
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were a living ſubſtantial Image, have a very different 
Subſiſtence 3 for the Image has its whole tice 
in dependance on its Prototype; the Man fabfiſts by 
himſelf, and gives Subſiſtence to his Image 3 and the 
fame we muſt conceive of the Subfiſtence of the Ho- 
ly Spirit, though we have not ſo apt a Similitude to 
repreſent it by, 

And if we muſt call the Three 1n the Holy Trini- 
ty, by any other Name than Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, Three Subſiſtences is liable to the leaſt Cavil, 
and does moſt properly expreſs their general Chara- 
Ger 3 for they are but One Divinity,-or One Divine 
Nature ſabfiſting wholly and entirely Three times, 
without multiplication, as a Man is not multiplied but 
repeated in his Image. All other Names in their pro- 
per and uſual Sence, fignifie an abſolute, compleat, 
independent Being, ſuch as Nature, Eſſence, Subſtance, 
God : And therefore though each Divine Perſon have 
a natural, eſſential, ſubſtantial Subfiſtence, and be 
true and real God; yet we muſt not ſay, that there 
are Three Divine Natures, Efſences, Subſtances, or 
Three Gods ; becauſe though the whole Divine Na- 
ture, Eſſence, ſabſiſts in Three, yet it is but one and 


pleat, independent Subſiſtence, that they can ſabſiſt a- 
part without each other ; but the Father can no more 
ſ{ubſiſt without the Son, than the Son without the 
Father ; 


* 
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Father ; nor the Holy Spirit without Father and 'Son ; 
nor Father and Son without the Holy Spirit 5 as a na- 
tural and neceſlary Image cannot ſubſift without its 
Prototype; nor- the Prototype without its Image, 
which 1s eflential to it 5 fo that they are but One ab- 
ſolute, compleat, independent Deny , ': tho the 
Three Divine Subſiftences in the Godhead ſubſiſt in a 
mytual reſpe&t, and a relative dependance on each 
other. 

And this, I ſuppoſe, is what the Schools mean, 
when they call the Three Divine Perſons, Three Re- 
lations, or Three Relatives ; for there muſt be Three 
'real ſubſiſting Relatives, if there be Three Relations ; 
for One $ab(iſtence cannot be the Subject of Three 
Relations, no more than one and the fame Man can 
be related, to himſelf as Father and Son. But then 
the Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit are ſuch Relati- 
ons, as there is no Example of in created Nature ; 
for their Relation to each other is not a meer exter- 
nal Reſpe& and Denomination, ſuch as abſolute in- 
dependant Beings haveto each other, bur their very 
Nature .and Subſiſtence, as Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, is relative. Though the Father be eternal 
original Mind , yet it is eſſential to this eternal 
Mmd to beget his own living ſubſtantial Image 3 and 
therefore this eternal Mind 1s naturally and eflentia}- 
ly related to his Image: And I need not tell you, 
that the very Nature and Subſiſtence of an Image is 
wholly relative ; a natural and eſſential Image ſub- 
fiſts as neceſſarily as the Prototype, but its Nature is 
wholly relative. Thus Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt 
have the ſame common Nature 3 not common as a 
generical or ſpecifick Nature, which is only a logical 
Notion, but-as- One individual Nature, really and 
E 2 attual- 
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atually ſubſiſting in each; without any: other diffe- 
rence than their different manner of Subſiſtence, and 
their different Relations, as a Man and his living 
Image, have the ſame individual Nature common to 
both, and differ only 1n their manner of $ubſiſtence 
and Relations 3 that is, as the Prototype and its h- 
ving Image differ. And this I think gives us an in- 
telligible account of a Trinity in Unity in the moſt 
Orthodox Language of Fathers and Schools, 

This ſhews us, that-the Son, and Holy Spirit, are 
not Divine Emanations from the Father, as is repre- 
ſented in the Platorick Triad : For though the eter- 
nal Generation and Proceſſion be ſuch Myſteries, as 
we cannot comprehend, nor frame any Idea or Con- 
ception of, yet we know that an Image is not an Ema+ 
nation, but a Reflexion 3 and'therefore is- wholly 
and entirely the ſame with the Prototype, which no 
Emanation can be; for the whole cannot be an Ema- 
nation: An Emanation indeed is of the ſame Subſtance, 
and is ſpecifically the ſame 3 and in this Sence Homo- 
onſros 5, but it multiples Natures and Subſtances, and 
1s not individually and identically the ſame as the Pro- 
totype and its Image; and therefore the Fathers de- 
clare, Thar the eternal Generation of the Son is not 
by Abſciſſton and Paſſion, but think the apteſt Re- 
preſentation of it in Nature, (though that is very dif- 
ferent) is by Splendor and Brightneſs, or &22u bs, 
the oxt-ſhining of the Deity 3 and when they call the 
Holy Spirit Te9&2a4, it is not in the Sence of Ema- 
nation, but of the myſterious Proceſſcor. 

This alſo ſhews as, That this Holy Trinity is not 
Three Divine Attributes, ſuch as Wiſdom, Power, 
and Goodneſs ; for they are all Three the very ſame 
with each other, the ſame Wiſdom, Goodnels, and 
Power, 
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Power, and therefore not Three Parts or Attributes 
of the ſame Deity, but each is the whole, as a Proto- 
type, anditsliving Image is. 

And this ſhews, That though the Son be true and 
PE God, as the Father 1s, yet the Son can never 

a Father, becauſe his Nature and Subſiſtence as a 
Son 1s wholly relative 3 and a Son, whoſe Nature 
and Subſiſtence is relative, is neceſlarily and efſenti- 
ally-a Son, but can never be a Father, no more than 
the Image can beget its Prototype, 

And this gives a plain Account, why our Saviour 
calls God, not only his Father, but his God, and the 
only true God, and acknowledges, That he receives al 
from his Father, and, That his Father is greater than 
he is 3, though he have the very ſame Nature, and 
with reſpect to his Nature is equal in Power and Glo- 
ry ; for thisis the true difference between the Proto- 
type and the Image, though their Nature be the ſame. 
Had a Man a living ſubſtantial Image, perfetly the 
ſame with himſelf, as God has, the Image muſt thus 
ſpeak of his Prototype, as the Son of God ſpeaks of 
his Father. He muſt acknowledge that the Proto- 
type is his Max, for heis only the Image of the Man 3 
and were there. only One Man in the World, as there 
1s but One God, he muſt acknowledge the Proto- 
type to be the only trxe Mar; for though the living 
Image would be a true Man alſo, yet he 1s not ori- 
ginally Man, but Mar of Mar, a Man only by Re- 
lation and Participation with its Prototype 3 and 
therefore the Prototype is greater than its Image, and 
the Image receives all from the Prototype, depends 
 onit, and ſubfiſts and lives in and by it, as the Son 
acknowledges, That he lives by the Father, John 6.57. 


This is manifeſtly the Language of Scripture __ 
thers 
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thers concernjng the Son ' of God, his 'hving and 
ſubſtantial Image 3 and T hope you ſee, That this is 
proper and peculiar,only to a living fabfiſting Image; 
and can be applied to nothing'elle, but js the only 
proper way that, we -can peak of ſach'an Image, 
or that ſach' an Tmage''can fpeak' of it ſelf; this is 
intelligible, though the Myſtery of this eternal living 
Image is inconceivable. ; 

This I ſuppoſe is what the Dean* meant z when 
he faid, That Some tolerable Account might be given 
of the Terms and \ Diſtin#ions of the Schools ;, and 
I believe you begin to ſee, That this repreſentati- 
on I have now made of this Venerable 'Myſtery, 
will contribute very much to the ' better Under-- 
ſtanding both of the Fathers and'of the Schools, as 
may appear more hereifter 3 bat'at preſent. 1 ſhall 
only ſhew you, That this 1s the true repreſentation 
of the Dean's Notion of a Trinity in Unity. 

The Dean does profefledly Teach, That the 
Three Perfons or Subfiſtences in the ever bleſſed 
Trinity, are Three real Subſtantial Subfiſtences, each 
of which has entirely all the Perfeftions of the Di« 
vine Nature; Divine Wiſdom, Power, and Good- 
neſs; and therefore each of them is eternal, infinite 
Mind, as diſtin from each other, as any other 
Three Perſons 3 and this I believe he will no more 
Recant, than he will renounce a Trinity 3 for all 
the Wir of Man can't find a Medium between a 
Subſtantial Trinity, and a Trinity of Names, or a 
Trinity of meer Modes, ReſpeCts, and Relations m 
the fame ſingle Eflence, which is no Trinity at all. 
And if the'Son, as you heard, be the living {mage 
of his Father's Nature, Eſſence and Perfeions, the 
Divine Nature, though it be not multiplied, yet 

Is 
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is repeated| in_ the' Son, and does: as really and di- 
ftintly fubſilt in the Son, as it does in the Father 3 
as had a Man a living Image, his Image would be 
as ſubſtantially and really Man, as the Prototype is, 
or as the Man himſelf, whoſe Image it is, _ 
the Man and his Image, which: are really and fub- 
ſtantially Two, are not Two' Men, but One Man. 
And thus the Dean might very ſafely ſay, That 
there are Three in the Godhead, each of which is 
a diſtin&, infinite, eternal Mind 3 and though Cu- 
ſtom has not made the farm of Expreſſion Ortho. 
dox;' yet there is no Heretical Sence in it, to call 
them Three infinite and eternal Minds, with reſpe&t 
to their Nature and real Subfiltence, to diſtinguiſh 
them. from meer Names, and Logical Notions, if 
at the ſame time 1t be declared, That they are in- 
dividually and numerically One: As it would be 
no Mortal Crime againſt Logick and common Sence 
to ſay, That a Man and his Living Image are Two 
diſtin>t Men, with reſpect to the real and actual 
Subſiſtence of Humane Nature diſtin&ly in each of 
them, though the Image is not another Man, but the 
ſame with its Prototype. 

This is the diſtinction which the Dean makes be- 
tween the Three Divine Perſons, which yet could 
not be Three, were they not Three Selt-conſcious 
Sabfiſtencies ; for there cannot be Three in a know- 
ing and intel}igent Nature, without knowing them- 
ſelves and their diſtintion from each other z That 
the Father knows himſelf to be the Father, and not 
the Son, and the Son knows himſelf to be the Son, 
and not the Father. This every. Man feels in himſelf 
to be a real and natural diſtintion of one Perſon 
from another, and the Scripture is expreſs in fa 
tnat 
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that Father, Son, and- Holy Ghoſt -are thus diſtin- 
guiſhed; 'and this the Dean,thought, and 1s far as 
1 can yet ſee, with great Reaſon, to be the moſt 
ealie and ſenſible repreſentation of a real and natu- 
ral Trinity. me * 

As for the Unity of -theſe three Divine'Perſons;, 
the Dean expreſly Teaches, That they are eflenti- 
ally and numerically One. And as the moſt ſenſible 
Repreſentation of this, he places their Unity in 
Mutual rouſcionſaeſe, that they have as Conſcious 4 
Senſation of each other 1n themſelves as they have 
of themſelves: And he is certainly ſo far-in"the 
right, that this is eſſential to their Unity 3 That 
Three intelligent Sabſiltences cannot 'be One with- 
out this Mutual conſciouſneſs, and that this Mutual 
conſciouſneſs cannot be 1n Three, which are not eſ- 
ſentially and namerically One. The Scripture 
plainly enough Teaches this very Unity between 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, as he has proved at 
large 3 and if this either be, or prove, or neceſlarily 
ſuppoſes an 'effential Unity, as inſeparable from it, 
and efjential to it, here is an intelligible Notion of 
a natural Trinity in Unity, without any Contra- 
diction, Abſurdity, or Confuſion of Subſiſtences, 
which is all the Dean intended. Burt the Animad- 
verter and his Sociniarn Seconds, or rather Leaders, 
repreſent the Dean's Notion, 'as if he made: the 
Three Divine Perſons, as abſolute, compleat, inde- 
pendent Perſons, as Three Men are, and that they 
are. united only by \Matxal conſciouſneſs, and then 
they can fanſite nothing bat an Unity of Knowledge, 
or.'a Moral Unity and conſent of Walls: But this is 
either a miſtake, or a wilful miſrepreſentation, as eve- 
ry one may ſee with half an Eye, who conſiders the 
whole Notion together. The 


15 of a Tranity. in Unity, 
* The Dean;indeed, the better to convey this No- 
tion of the natural Unity of Mutuel conſciouſueſ to 
our Minds, ſuppoſes a Caf 
well, neyer was, inop. ever conld-be,” which: is very 
alowable:in all Writers, within the compaſs of de- 


ceney,. when: we want ſome {enſible-Images to-frame vindic. of 
our Conceptions by : And therefore ſays, That if !*iv Þ- 45 


there were Three created Spirits ſo united, as to be 
conſcious - to each others Thoughts and. Paſſions, as they 
are. to their. own, he can. ſee ua Reaſon 'why we might 
rot ſay, That Three ſuch Perſons are numexically One. 
Though he knew, That Three fuch' particular, ſe- 
parate Natures never could be.thus nnited, but in 
them we might the better conceive, | what kind of 
Union /it-was he meant. But from hence; to con- 
clude, That the. Dean owns no-other Unity in the 
Divine Nature, than what Mxtudd- conſciouſneſs would 
make between Three particular, abſolute, complear, 
ſeparate Natures, is, I'm ſure, falſe-reaſoning, and 
looks like very foul-Play. The Dean aſſerts, That 
theſe Three Divine Perſons are thus Mxtually Con- 
ſciows to each other, and that this Matzal-conſcionſ- 
neſs 1s an eſſential. Unity, and that thoſe, who are 
thus Mutually Conſciows are numerically One; butgthen 
he Teaches, that- there are. no other Three..in” the 
World that are thus Mutzaly Confeiow , cand that 
theſe Three are not, and cannot for _ this very 
reaſon, Three particular, 'ſeparate, ſubliſting 'Na- 
tures, but Three S$aubfiſtences in one. individual, 


numerical. Nature : An Unity of Nature, and /ma-, 


tual conſciouſneſs may be diſtinguiſhed, /but. are in- 
ſeparable : There can be. no Unity of Nature! be- 
tween Three intelligent Subfiſtences without Myt»al- 
conſciouſneſs; and there can w no Mutual-conſciouſ- 
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ger! SubſMences 


we riſt 
ſenti6l to the Univy of Three intelligent Sabi 
than any other Notion 'of Unity: For Feanhnot ſee, 
but thar if it were 'poſflible, That" tliree "created 
Spirits, who are not only Three diſtin& Subfiſtences, 
but have Three particular, ſeparate Natnres, ſhould 
be thus united by Mwtgl-conſtionſareſs, it 'wonld:de- 
ſtroy the individaation of theit Natures, ' thongh' the 
individuation of their Sabfiſtences or Perſons wonld 
be preſerved by _ conſciouſneſs +> And, were it 
poſlible, the ſame individual Nature ſhould be' re- 
peated in ies Image, 'Without this Mutzzl-colrſeionſ- 
neſs, it would divide this One Nature, and 'make 
the Man and his hvitig Triage; -as much Two Men, 
as any Two Men! im the World 3 But then the 
Image would ceaſe to be an Image, how exaGt ſo- 
ever, upon other Accounts,” the Likeneſs -or Same- 
neſs were 3 for the Image doesnot only-repreſent and 
reſemble the Prototype, but moves and atts with'it. 
And this is that very Mutnal-conſtionſneſs where- 
m the Dean places the eflentialand numerical Unity 
of the Holy Trinity 4 ſuch -a« Mntral-conſcionſneſs as 
muſt beberween' the Prorctype and its living hook. 
I ſhall tot trouhte you with tranſcribing our of 'the 
Vinidioation, 'bat referr you to ſome /phlaces to con- 
ſult at your leifare, » 
He always tepreſents the Son, -as- the living Sub- 
of God the Father; and- the eternal 
Genetatioh by God's reflex Know of hunfdlf; 
-and-in this phces the namerieal Idennity: and” Satne- 
-nefs of Nature betrweerr- Father and 8ofn;-as there 4s 
between the nd-its image; and arc 
L pirit, 
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or yr the, a and aQtuat Subfiſtence of the L ame in- 
dividyal, numerical Nature 1 ww Three, but in. a dif- 
ferent manner';z had theſe «s been duly confi- 
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much noiſe and clamour about Mutuel-conſcionſneſs, 
as if -it made; Three abſolute, compleat,, indepen- 
dent Gods, when. it, is unpoſhble to conceive a more 
cloſe and intimate Union an Nature. 

But there is one formidable Qbjettion againſt all 
this, or xather agaiaſt-the Dean. on at; that he pre- 
tends by this means.to make the Notion nd rot Wy 
in Unity as, nege as. Foe Eagp 
which-is intglerable Vanity .and 
tend to explain Myſteries. But does 
tend, That his Explication leaves 
ous in the Darine Sg-LH ty, 
thing, which we-;can copprkend? 7 
Ancients uſed to 
fal diſtin@ian, 


tion. to pre- 
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fels had been yery vain and refutngitont 
there no Myſteries'in' the Divine Natire oft 
the Notion of One God is af intelligible Notion? 
If there be, there may be Myſteries, very incompre- 
henſfible Myſteries in the Trinity {til how! intellj- 
gible ſoever the Notion be': The inteligiblencfs 
of any Notion, whether it be true or falſe, conſiſts 
in the terms in which it'is conceived $/ that they 
convey a diſtin Idea to our Minds of ſomething 
poſſible, not which we can fully comprehend, but 
which we can underſtand ” withour” confylion ' or 
contradictions and this does great Service to Reli- 
gion to deliver Myſteries from abſurdity and con- 
tradiftion,though they are very incomprehenſible (till. 

The Notion of Eternity ( for Example.) is very 
Intelligible, to be ,without any Cauſe, without Be- 
inning, and' without End 3' there is 'no contra- 
Fition in' this, and it is demonſtrable, that fome. 
thing muſt be Eternal; and yet nothing can' be more 
incomprehenſible than Eternity : Our Thoughts are 
preſently loſt,, when we endeavour to conceive an 
eternal Being: And thus. an eternal Image of an e- 
ternal Being, begotten” without Begiifing, 4 as intel- 
ligible, as an eternal Beings 3 for if it be neceſſary 
and eſjential to. an eternal Being, to have a living, 
ſubſtantial Image, thought can't divide' their -Ex- 
iſtence; and 1t..is as certain,-'if there be ſuch an 
eterual living Image, that this eternal Being, and 
his eternal Image are Two, as the Prototype and 
the Image 3. and yet as eſſentially One, and as inti- 


a vety incompreheofible Myſtery ho can 
concetve an' eternal Generation, which has no be- 
ginning ? 
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inning ? the Divine Nature ted in its Image 
Une eter edt oy 2s on without Sepa- 


ration, and an Unity without Smgularity, and with- 
out- Confuſion ? It theſe be" not Myſteries enow 
for the Animadverter, though the Dean's intelligible 
Notion were admitted, he 1 'as much 'too! fond of 
Myſteries, as other, Men are'too much afraid of them 
for whether he knows it or no, there is a very great 
difference between a Myſtery, and ContradiQtion 
or Nonſence. 

I believe by this time you are leſs Fond than you 
were, of an Anſwer to the Animadverter's Argu- 
ments, Which ſome Men, who have deſpiſed his 
Wit and Railery, have yet thought unanſwerable; 
but I will be as good as my Word, eſpecially ſince 
-4 ſhort Anſwer will ſerve. 


In his third Chapter he Attacks the Dean's Notion Animad. c. 3. 


of Self-conſcionſneſs, but he ſtumbles at the Threſhold, 
and runs on furiouſly as a Man does who runs head- 
long, and is never able to recover himſelf. He 
ſays, 1t is evident, the Dear aſſigns Self-conſciouſneſs 
as the formal reaſon of Perſonality, in all' Perſons uni- 
ver ſally, whether Finite or Infinite, Create or uncreate z, 
and therefore he undertakes to prove, That Self- 
conſcionſmaſe is not the formal Reaſon: of Perſdnality, 
either in Finite or Infinite Perſons. 

The Dean ſays not one word about the formal 
Reaſon of Perſonality, nor is at all concern'd what 
it is He only ſays, That the __ 4 Spirit with 
it ſelf, and its diſtin and ſeparate Subſeftence from al 
oher: created Spirits, conſiſts in Self-conſtiouſneſs. So 
that if that be one diſtin; ſeparate Mind, which is 
conſcious only to-it ſelf, which feels all thatis/in 
it ſelf, and nothing elſe, and thoſe be- two _— 
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feparate Minds, each of which. is thus conſaons.to 
i&-fetf, bur not-t6 each other, the Dean has gaindd 
his Pomt, and the Animadverter has loſt all his 
ments and Wit, whatever becomes of #he formal 
fon of Perjonality. © | - a Raid a 
: TheiNean did mot. caqure what makes a Mand,.mor 
Spirit, ori; you-pleale a Pelan,, bur what-ighey.a 
Mind or.Spirit,. en/ Perſon One, and exber diftinguat- 
ſhes, or ſepdzatesit from all other Minds, and Spirits, 
and Perſons 3 and if this be what he means by. the 
formal Reaſon of Perſonality, 1 do affirm, That Self- 
conſciouſneſs 45 this formal Reaſon 3, and that for the 
very Reaſon he nrges againſt it, That whereſoever the 
formal Reaſon of Perſonality is, there is. Perſondlity, 
and whereſoever Perſonality is, there is the formal Reg- 
ſon of Perſonality: For whereloever there sa Perſon, 
thereis Self- cbſcſu 55 that 1s,,every Petſon iscon- 
fcions to it (elf, and'there can be no Perfon withonr 
it 5 and whereſoever there is Self-conſciouſneſs, there 
is by Nature a-Perſon, unleſs its natural Perſonality 
be ſwallowed up in a Supernatural Union to a Supe- 
rior Pexſon, of which-more preſently. 

And vet to ſee what meer Mortals the niceſt Scho- 
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' laftick Wits are, who can ſpend Days and Years in 


icking Straws, and ſplitting Hairs, this great Levia- 
Vhew, the Witty, the Subtle the Good-natur'd Ani- 
madverter, knows not the difference between” the 
formal [Reaſon /and ſuch a ROI wr as the 
Logicians call. proprium querto » Which belongsto 
the whole kind, ' only to the kind, and always _—_ 
kind 3 for ſuch Properties do exiſt. .convertibly,. and 
Orr mutually and effentially infers the ther, which is 


his acconntof the foryra! Reuſor and thus R;fbilaty is 


the formal Reaſon of Humanity ;which-makes well For 
ec 


of a Trinay. im. nity: .39 
the Aniimadverter to prove him to be a Man, Soup 
he i ſeldom in fo good a Humour as to hugh wi 
out gn = which belongs to another Species. 

| cehe 1s pleaſed to let that pals for the formal 
Reaſon of Perſonality, which is convertible with it, 


I © conſciouſneſs ell ell, and 
rh, yu xp Perſonality. Bur lire 


ear his Arguments againſt it, 
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will not much enrich the Buyer, that according to the 
naturdl Order of things, Self-conſciouſneſs i: Perſons 
pre- ſuppoſes their Perſonality, and therefore is not, cannot 
be the reaſon of it, Now ſuppoſe a Man ſhould rea- 
ſon thus : Actual Knowledge pre-ſuppolſes a Mind, 
and therefore Knowledge inits Principle is not, and 
cannot be the formal Reaſon of a Mind 5 would the 
Animadverter for this Reaſon deny, that the Princi- 
ple of Knowledge is the formal Reaſon of a Mind, 
that which makes and conſtitutes a Mind, becauſe 
there can be noaQtual Knowledge before there is a 
Mind ? and yet the Argamenr is the very ſame 3 for 
if Knowledge in its Principle, may be the Nature or 
formal Reaſon of a knowing Being, or of a Mind, 
though there can be-no one a&t of Knowledge, «ill 
there is a Mind, then Self-knowledge,or Self-ſenſation,or 
-Self-conſciouſneſs, may be the farmal Reatonof Per- 
{ wy h there maſt be a Perſon, before 
there can be any «Fuel Self conſciouſneſs ; that is toſay, 
there muſt be-a ſelf (which in this Diſputeis all that 
can be meant by Perſon) before this can feel-it 
Self, and by this Self-feeling diſtingui from 
Ml other Sets; Teould not but $ tO {ee how 
gravely this wiſe Animadverter proves, That - there 
-niſt be 4' Perſon, brfore there can be any Aion = 
SL ceeding 
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ceeding from a Perſon, and ſummons the whole Poſe of 
Meta hiyficks to =_ it : But I hope notwithftand- 
ing this, that Self-conſciouſneſs in the Abſtraf# (as the 
Dean uſes it, | and as every. one but ſach-an Animad- 
verter would underſtand it) js as capable - of being 
the formal Reaſon-of a Perſon, as Rationality is of # 
reaſonable Nature, though there muſt be a-reaſonable 
Creature before he can reaſon, as there muſt be a Self: 
conſcious Nature before there can be aFual Self: conſci- 
oufreſ 

But I haveſomething more toſay to our Anjmad- 
verter before [ leave his Demonſtration, as be calls its 
For as Sophiſtical as his Argument is, the Foundati- 
on of it 1s falſe, and abſurdly unphiloſophical : , He 
ſays, That Perſonality is the Ground and Principle. of 
all Ation, whereſoever it is. For where there is a Sup- 
ofitum, whether it be Rational (which is another 
Word for Perſon ) or not, ſtill it is the whole Suppoli- 
tum, that AFs. That it 1s the Perſon that acts 1s cer- 
tain 3 but where did he learn, That Perſonality js the 
Principle of all Aion 2 1 was always taught other- 
wiſe, That Natwra ef principium motus & quietis : 
Nature is the Principle of Motion and Reſt , and there- 
fore of all Aftion : And is there no difference be- 
tween Nature and Perſonality ? Is there no diffe- 
rence between being a reaſonable Creature, and be- 
ing Peter or Joh? or do Peter or John perform the 
Actions of a reaſonable Creature, by Vertne of their 
being ſuch diſtiatt and particular Perſons, or by their 
+being Men, by the Powers of, Hamane Nature, which 
-are' common to all?., Men are not- diſtinguiſhed from 
each other, nor a& and-ſubſiſt ſeparately.by Humane 
Nature; and therefore neither Humane Nature, nor 
any of the Powers or AGions of Humane nggve 
n- 


1 Y2of a- Trinity in Unity, \ 
ditinguiſh Men into partictiar Perſons, ' or are the 


Reaſon of Perſonality 3 ' but that 'which' limits: 'Na-' 


ture, makes it particular, and a particular 'fubſiſting 
rational Nature is a Perſon, is one with it+ ſelf, and 
diſtinguiſhed and ſeparated from' all others : | So that 
we muſt not ſeek for any formal Conſtituent Princt- 
ple of Perſonality (ina ſtrift and proper Notion) as 
we do of Nature, but ſee in finite Beings, where 
Nature ends, and what are the utmoſt Bounds of it, 
and that diſtingniſhes a common Natureinto Perſons. 
Now a rational' Nature extends as far as Senſation 
and Conſcionſneſs, and where that ' ends, there 'ite 
the Bounds of Nature, and that makes a particular 
Perſon, which feels all that is in himſelf, and-nothing 
aſe ; and this ts the Dean's Self-conſcionſtefs, which 
ſets Bounds to Nattire;*and by that makes a Perſon, 
which is one 'with it ſelf, and ſeparated from all o- 
thers, and therefore in this Diſputeis- neither to be 
conſidered as a Power, nor asan Aion of Nature, 
neither dire& nor reflex, brit as the Bounds of it, 
which makes a particular fubliſting 'rationa} Nature, 
which wecall a Perſon. For it is plain, "that as far 
as Senſation and, Conſciouſneſs extends, a Spirit is 
One, where that ends, common Nature divides; 
and ſubſiſtsin Particulars. | 
cannot 'buit think how this Animadverter maſt 
look, whert he reads. over this Argument again, e- 
ſpecially his Trinmphant Conclufion : This 1look wpor 
as a Demonſtration of the Point; and T leave it to our 
Anthor (who js better a great deal at ſcorning the Schools, 
than at confuting them) to anſwer and overthrow it at 
his leiſure. { *s ; 
2. His ſecond Argument, I confeſs, looks like 
ſomething ſolid and ſubſtantial, but proves a meer 
| G airy 
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ſtance of a -rational 'Natare , Humane. Nature 
of Chriſt, which as an individual Subſtance of a; ratl- 
onal Nature, jagd yet no/Perſag.is.an equal, 
on-againk it-3 and lex the Animadverter try W.ag- 
cording to this Definition, he. can keep aff the' A 

on of 'Neſtorins, that there are Two diſtin Perſons in 
Chriſt : Andif Se conſciouſneſs eſcape as well as any 
other formal Reaſon of Per onuey's I believe [the 
Dean deſires no more and 'yer.:he .needs ,not this, 


for he no where makes Self conſciou "ſe the formal - 


Reaſon of Perſonality, but only Lnity and 

Diſtintionof a Mind or Spirit 3 and1. hone he wall 

grant the Humane Natpre of. Chriſt to be One, and 

to :be-.diſtiat and. ſeparated, by, Self-conſrionſneſs, 

om all other particular Humane Natures,. or.'Per- 
ns. 
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, The ſport, Anfweris this;s, That Self-conſcioufneſs 
makes a Mind or Spiry, one with it ſelf, and diſtingty- 
ſbes or ſeparates, «. from all. other Minds op Spirits, 
and ſuch a. diſtin and- ſeparate Sel&-conſcious Mind 
s 4 natujal Pezſon, -uole$ 150wnp natural; Perſonality 
be ſwallowed ap 18a Perſonal Union to aSuperioud 
Mind. © For this-is- the Account the Dean gives of a 
perſonal Union, when Two Natures ace united into 
One Perſon, they muſt be ſo united, that the Superi- 
our Nature have the Government. of the wholtyiaic.p.255. 
Perſon, which;isneceflary ro.make them One Agent, 
without which there cannot be One Perſon y and that \ 
there be Cne'Conſciouſneſs in the whole: Of which 
more-preſently, ; 
/3- His third Argument is draw. out t0-4 great length, 
but may be anſwered in.a few Words, becuſe it pro- 
ceedsupon theſame Miſtake,, ang 'is nothing to the 
purpoſe. 1: is taken from the Soul of Max in a State anim.p. -4. 
of Separation from the Body ;, that the Soul in a ſepa- 
rate / ng conſcious to it ſelf of all its.own internal A&s 
or... Motions and. yet the Soul in ſuch a ' State 
is not a' Perſon, And therefore Self-conſcionſueſ5- is 
not the formal Reaſon of Perſonality. Bux whether the 
Soul be a Perſan-or no Perſon, in the Body or out 
of the Body, i nothing at all xothe preſent Contro- 
verſie:: It the Soal and all orher Spirits are gatural- 
ly One with themſelves; and ſeparated from all other 
als and Spirits by Self-conſciouſneſs3 this is all the 
Dean defires,. and all that his Hypotheſis needs, And 
the Animadverter may Aron yo as he pleaſes a- 
bout Perſonalities. - .The Truth 1s, to do-bimr right, 
he'is a, very notable Magn, if he can draw” you into 
a School-queſtion, for he can make ,a ſhift to read 
and tranſcribe, but he —_ a Wpnxa and wpnxa-Men 
2 at 
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at his Heart, which $ none” of his 'Talent, for it're- 
quires thinking 3 - put'him'out | of his 'way,” and' 
he is undone, which" makes him ſo angry at the 
Dean for not ſpeaking the  School-Langyage, -nor 
confining himſelfro known; Terms of ' Arr, 'which he 
has a great deal to ſay of, whether he underfiands 
them or not : and becauſe the' Dean' 'wonld not do 
this himſelf, he has done it for him, and put his No- 
tions into School-Terms, and made Self conſcionſreſs 
the formal Reaſon of - Perſonality, and-oh' my Word hag 
diſputed very notably againſt it, no py Three-- 
ſuch dead-doing Arguments ſhould be Joſt for want 
of the formal Reaſon of Perſonality ; and-yet there is 
no help forit , he mult begin all again,' and try how 
he can prove, that'the' Unity of a Mind, and itsMi- 
ſtintion from all other Minds, does not confitt in Self- 
conſciouſheſs 3 and if he'can prove this, - then ithe 
Dean is a loſt Man for ever, and muſt be contented 
to follow his Triamphant Chariot. 

But yet, whether this Queſtion of the Sonl's being 
a Petſon, orno Perſon, ſerve the purpoſe of the'pre- 
ſent Diſpute or not, it abundantly ſerves the Ani- 
madverter's charitable purpoſe (which is the only 
purpoſe of his writing this Book) to expoſe the Dean z 
and therefore thongh the Matter' s not worth 
diſputing , I ſhall make ſome ſhort RefleQions 
on it, | Seas 2 

The Dean has upon another occaſion aſſerted, 
That « Soul without a vital Onion to « Humane Body is 
4 Perſon : In oppoſition to this the Animadverter aſ- 
ſerts, That the ' Soul of Man is not” « Perſon, "nei- 
ther in its Conjin@ion with the Body; wor itt Separation 
from it. | 

The 
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»:The Foundation: of chit? "ſuch as they 
are, 1s A very. . 
that becauſe Man confilts df -Spul-and Body. ( which 
he-very undeniably proyesfrom the" 4th4 Creed) 
therefore the Perſonality 'troo:muſt be divided; be- 
tween. the Soul and Body,..that-the Saul 1s: but; part 
of. the:Perſon,, as it is [part of the Man; .\and-/then 
the Soul neither in nor. out of the Body, can be 
the Perſon, becauſe a part can't .be the whole, 2zod 
erat .demonſbraugum. 146 aautaT, oy | 
Now il: regdily- grant; That :the Perſon of « May, 
as it} is uſed-in common -Speech to fignifie a Man, 
muſt include both Soul and Body, as the conſtituent 
Parts of a Hamane Perſon-z but when we enquire 
into the ſtri& Notion of : Perſonality, that muſt: be 
a uple uncompounded' thing, -as indiviſible as\ſelf 
is, which cannot confilt of Parts, -which may be.fe= 
parated from each other, that. one part of the Per- 
ſon may live and the other diez for though there 
are Two Natures;. there is but; One Perſon, and the 
ſame One Perſon/catinot 'both live: !and; die- at : the 
ſame time, 1401 | 
This is a very. pleaſant Notion, if. well confider- 
ed, of the two parts 'of Perſonality, as there are 
two Parts of a, Man, Soul and/Body z- for:unlefs there 
be two; Perſonalities as -well: as two Natures, 'the 
two Natures cannot be two Parts of the one Hu+ 
mane Perſonality, as they are the Parts of a Man : 
It is impoſſible to prove from: Two Natures, that 
there are, wo Parts of. Perſonality,; unleſs cach Na- 
ture has a Perſonality af; its own; the Perſonality-of 
the Body, and-the Perfonality-of; the Soul, united 
into the One Perſonality. of the Man; ear mrs. 
can be a part of Perſonality,” which: bas as 
Perſonality it felf, il 


and-ſenceleſs Miſtake," 
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"what be: ſo- rares-the' Deati for? 
vHhe: rhe: Deah gave noriee- 
mmpropriety'vfichc. Rxpreſſion;- and uſed? it; 
only :bjcway' Fr alluſion an! cvommoduarion, whe 
better-v0. reprieſerit the Union of 'Two Natures into! 
One Perſan; which-aro Two-Pertons, 'or orgs 
as oe oy Perſons as the Nemny wh will: 7% it, 
ſabſift apart Eſhouldhave't 
arp nctiw er dy rn been” more! Cau- 
tious than: to: have artribured any part of Perſonality 
to the Body: wi rhe: fame Chapthy, wherein he' 
ayilly. erg hay ug fo ſetting” to- arrive 
Perſonality! vo - when'Perſontlivy - 
offlp:to: rctimabbs.. atare', and Beaſts have no 
Reaſon 5 which'is- more than he knows, (for why 
may not Beaſts: have forme Reafon,. as; well'as ſome 
Men :havec! firh” brand Paſſions): and tnore 
chan ;as/ Wiſs May asBimſdlfivtink tobe tree ;- for 
there are yarious degrees of Reaſon; and where ever 
there isa conſcious Life, there--muſt be fome de- 
gree :of iv, and' chat entirles thern'to- as mach ſhare 
m Perfoimliry as they have ir Reaſon; bur no Man 
will prevend, tht & Humane Body, though uniced | 
to a yearn tern] has an Reaſon, or any Setice 
either, though,-by its Ro Union to the Soul; the 
Soul feels x bk preflions made on the Body. 
dncoer of the rar S Bo Wy eng." 
; 6 | 
bnly: ro. 2afonabte'Nature, it Is dertaing tm ig . 
Soul: makes or conſtitutes the Perſon”; 6 if T may 
> ſpoak;; is the Catiter of Perſonality, Yrs: 
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of rhe'\ Body,.. .whather Pain: or-Fleafure; . though 
with reſpe& roſuch-diffgrentOffices and Powers, 'it 
may - be of ſome-aſe;. bot; in; in Plot vando[Dt- 
YO, to; call-it' by difierent ow, fall 
Life, Reaſon, Senfation, - be 'only-1 in-/the Soul, there 
muſt be the whole Perſonality' , though the Soul, 
when,united to'a:, Body, 'ts not the whole: Perſou:; 
for the Perſon reaches as far as the Self-conſcivus 


Lite does. 'by' a. Vital Hur, the Perdaridlity 
1s: whole ,and entire her Fork ofa! L 
Life, and, is neither more nor le a-Perfon; t 
by vital Hine, or a diflolatian. of ther, more. or 
Je may belong g.to:the Perſon; i Wermay\find:fome 
\ reſemblance Arg ins Worksof Agt i Whether *you 

\add or-take- pens, 'Wheeks from: a: Clock, tis 
the fame Clock (till, while there-is the ſame Spring 
of Motion, though it. communicates Motion #9 more 
or 
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Union, which 'is the ſwallowing _” a natural Per- 
ſonality-in its. Union with a rae Perſon, which 
cannever\.be'between'-two © , one. of which 
by:Ngure” is no Perſon, as dy itſelf is tot, 
and/carinot be; Nor by "the Bod, being joyned "with 


he Soul, art hb another, 
bo nt oth cocuring which 4 the 


to' the. 
dh (#{]very; (abſurd oe," as 
veal os, 3 tr thor hay ded 
erſonality z; _ _ rug way which he 
never thought: of, an is, by a vital Union, 
which makes the Body (ph withom- add- 
ing to lroing (nn 


its Own. 


| Senſations wig r/o ha he 
. Animad. 1.13. be an'entirePerſon, als when uni 


\ accidental d, xe be 
cally” wnum ger accidens,. a thin made 
ap of two. uch ps 45 camnat perfettly coaleſce" and 
nite into One 3, for' his own bred 
never called things vitally united, a#un per acci- 
dens, and I would defire him to inform us , how 
wo 9 things can more perfeftly coaleſce than in One 
L 
- However, able power: of Metaphylicks he can 
re, Thar if theSoul be an entire Perſon, a Man 
muſt be an imperfect accidenta} compound : For a 
compleat Being ( as every. Perſon eſſentially is ) havin 
| wee; which "its Ne 
componnded 
at."'it 


1s. not ax 
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 .jl,fdo;not. wonder hakfe.fokg of School-Terms, 
for, forxe him Veay! ofrems of Sencez but 
before I particalarly. cog 3: þ a 

1tWg::;) Whether 


leave, I'muſt ask; him 100; 
the ; Diving 1-8; or ene te ryation 
were, 4 compleat, "G a heal a1 porke the 
ſecond Perſon in the Trinity, for every Perſor;..he 
ſays, is eſſentially 4 c0mpl:at Being 32nd then, wherber 
he will bave the; Humane Nazure # compleet or 5#- 
compleat Being ,; the: Queſtion is) Whether: the, Per- 
ſonal; Union of the ({Hymagne, Nathre, ro-the ; Divine 
Word, 'be neceſſarily ſick, looſe ' wneratural Vion and 
Compoſition. To ſay, That this is not'a natural Uni: 
on, is to:ſay, That the, Divine and.Humane/Nature 
are not ugited,into,Qne Perfon, in-Chriſtz, for {take 
a Union of; Natares ap be; a natural Union, by what 
Power ſoever.it be done31.at leaſh fo far,' that! there 
is no natural repugnancy- to ſuch an Union , for 
then no- Power .cquld do it 3 and therefore, - accor- 
ding to this-bold, aflertion, either the! Hypoſtatical 
Union mult be,.looſe,,;and unnatural, or it che Di- 
vine and..Humane Nature: be; perfe&ly united (into 
One Perſon, then the Union of -two. compleat :Be- 
ings does not zeceſſarily make ſuch a looſe unnatural 
Union. and Compoſition. ,; _y | 
But /to-quit cheſe ; Schook-Texms,,. and /to- ſpeak 
what we, underſtand ' our. {elyes,-. and what others 
may.underſtand:z - the Soul may-be; a compleat;and 
perte&t Perſon, and not a pertet Mans and-there- 
tore, notwithſtanding it 1s a, compleat Being; may 
require, a vital. Union to a Humane Body, to per- 
fed its Nature; That is a perte& Humene Perſon, 
which has entirely in it (elf all the Powers which 
are cſlential to a Humane Perſon, ſuch 'as Under- 
H ſtanding, 
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Perfe@ion of 'a Man ware” two things; and though 
the vital yon} mide agritony a perfeft Man, 
(or he whole entire/Pe mioft'bein eB 

fa Nah be a" Perſon; who Gig 1 "pi 


Body, Which is thin't16ne*: Foridy Cech 
is (a-perfe@>Huniatte Perſon, there muſt be the ra- 
dical Prindple> of all Humane A&ions, which can 
be no whom Fob, in the Soul,"when'"the Body"is'on- 
Hee att ths Aion of Reonat or Snſitive Life, 
-which not <parip rr nhae cy, to be'ont 
.of -the'Body, if 'we believe, that the'Soul lives and 
afts/ when ſeparated from the Body. 'Something in 
"the ory. 4nd Figure of a'Man, without -the narn- 
-ral Powers'of Reaſon: nd” Senſation, ' would very 
# (beltalled a' Man, of a Homane' Perſon! ; 
art rel re we muſt confeſs, that the Son), which 
ualifle all <heſe- natural Jopediments of adting, —_ 
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ſtill ; and. Fercthre tre ay te of 
which: our Bod axe'co 9, are. no Fe” t of, our 
Perſonality, cron) | they rake to bur Petſ6ng, 
while they are vitally-umite# to oh Souls, - Sappoſe 
jt. were poffible, that the Squls of obu and Peter 
could 'cha ge Bodigs, "that the, f'Fobn (hotfid 
by vitally united oe 7 of Potty” ang" the'Sonl 
Peter Vieally united ro the, Bod bf Joby, I wottd 
ask the Animadverter; whether Ve thinks, that ſich 
a FRaDge of Bodies wotld' mikefany change 1n their 
Perſons ? Wheat Tabr”\ buld_ nor as much: feel 
hanſelf to be Jobr, Wo Pers to be Pefet ds ever 
they did ? I believe, indeed! an irmocent, 'good-na- 
tured Soul would not be willing to venture a Change 
of Bodies with every one "Br r fear of forme Moral 
lafedion, but the Hiatt elbrt would be the ſathe ; 
for. nothing makes any Body Guts; buar'a vital Urii- 
on, and whoſe Body ſoever it was before; it be- 
comes our own, when onar Soul informs it, and 
H 2 teeks 
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no melt, nor. ra bo. liver in the Boa, 

but only Uh Soul 3.ax a, if 2x, be the .ſame Soul hoe 
lives out of the Body,, hat lives 40 it, it..is the Gme 
Perſon, the. ſame Man,bimlglt in a ſtate of Separa; 
tion, which lived in the Body. And what does he 
mean by the, ſame Perſon, which the Man himſelf was, 
while living ? For does the Man and his Perſon die? 
Then the Man js got Ipmortal, :ahd if the Maii'and 


his : Perſon hve, when 'the Body dies, then the Soul 


is the Man and the Perſon, and the very ſame Per- 
ſon out of the Body. that it was 1n it. So St. Paul 
thought, when, ſpeaking of himſelf, and his being 
taken 


of a Trinity 'in Unity. 
taken up into. the Third Heavens, he thus expreſſes 
it. *Thnewa Manin oy fourteen years ago, ( whether 
in the body, I cannot tell, or whether out of the body, I 
cannot tel, God knoweth ) ſuch an one caught up into the 
third Heavens, 2 Cor: 12.2, but whether in the Body, 
or out of the Body, 'which' he did not know, yet he 
knew himſelf to be the ſame Man, 'and the ſame Per- 
ſon that ever he was. 

But the Animadverter very learnedly proves, That 
the Soul out of the Body cannot be the ſame Perſon 
with the Man, becauſe' the Soul is not the Soul and 
Body-too, as the Man is when the Soul and Bodyare 
united 3 which is well obſerved, That the Soul is not 
| the Body, nor a part the whole : but yet if the 
Perſonality be not compounded of Soul and Body, 
the Soul may be the whole and ſame Perſon in the 
Body, and out of it. 

There isno need then to ſay, That the Sonl ina 
State of Separation is another Perſon, than the Man 
himſelf is while Soul and Body are united 3 though 
this would ſerve the Dean's purpoſe as well, if the 
Soul be but a Perſon, and be a diſtin Perſon by 
Self-conſciouſneſls : And ſhould the Dean prove 
croſs, and ſay this, the Animadverter could not 
help himſelf; for as for his abſurd Conſequence, 
viz. That it is One ah pap that lives well or ill in 
this World, to wit, the himſelf while he was perſo- 
nally in the Body, which (by the way) is down-right 
Nonſence, if the Perſon of the Man be Soul and Bo- 
dy, though we confefs the Body belongs to his Per- 
ſon, when united to his Sou}, for the'/perſonal Preſence 
of the Man in the Body, muſt diſtinguiſh- the Perſon 
of the Man from the Body, in which he 1s perſonally 
preſent, and ſuppoſes, that the ſame Man at other 

times 
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times may not be perſonal/y.preſent ut the Body: ; how- 
ever he thinks it a thy rel That: Qze. Perſon 
foould live well or ill in this World. «nd' another Per- 
ſon paſs out of #he Body into Heaven or Hell, there ta 
be rewarded or puniſhed, ( at leaſt till the RefurreFien ) 
(and I ſappeſe at longeſt :togy-unleſs it can be another 
Perſon when reunited to the Body, as well as when 
ſeparated from it) Fg what that other Perſon had done 
well or ill upon Eart 4] 

Well, let this be as abſurd as 1t, will, the Animad- 
verter maſt ay-it, 'or ſay ſomething as abfurd, unle( 
he will allow a Soul in a State of Separatiqn to be the 
fame Perſon that it was in the Body, or deny the inter» 
mediate Rewards and Puniſhments of. good and bad 
Men till the Reſurzecion, - For if the Soul beg Per- 
ſon, and not the ſame, thenone Perſon fins and anos 
ther ſuffers. If a Man be a Perſon, and the Soul-no 
Perſon, then the Perſon fins, and that which is no 
Perſon ſuffers : If a Man be a whole Perſon; and 
the Sonl. only part of the Perſgn, then the whole 
Sins, and a part ſuffers for. the whole. Let him chooſe 
which he thinks /ooks woſt agreeable to the Principles of 
Reaſon aud Divinity. 

But does this profound Philoſopher indeed think, 
that the Body-either fins or ſirffers> The Soul fins in 
and by the Body, and feels Pain or Pleaſure from bo- 
dily Impreflionsz. and therefore as the Body may be 
made the Inſtrument of Vertueor Vice, ſo it may be 
the Inſtrument of Rewards and Punifhments « but - 
Vertue or Vice 4s ſeated only in the Soul, and it isthe 
Soul only: that-can be happy or miſerable, rewarded 
or puniſhed,” in or out- of the Body, and therefore 
thereis no danger, that one ſhould fin, and another 
ſuffer, though the Soul fans in the Body, and ſuffers 
out of it, | Bat 


- 1. of} @ Thinkty in Mnity. 
\  Butitis' worth obſerving how [notably he winds 
vp-his Argument, -1F tbe iatdlerably abſurd ( as no 
doubt it is ) That the Soul a the other World ſhould not 
be reſponſible for what the Man himſelfin Perfon bad done 
+1555: Whatithen ?One would expect the Conclution 
thonld be,then rhe Sout ir the Man himſelfan Perſor.But 
thivhe Hurſt not fay, (becauſe it' was to-un«fay all he 
hat faid 5 and he durſtnot ſay thecontrary, for.that 
+»the Abſardity helis expoſing, that One, who ws aot 
the'Mun himſelf, ſhould ſuffer for what the Man himſelf 
Wd -- #hd therefore helets them borh flip, and is ve- 
ry glad to get rid of them, and concludes ately ; 
Then it 'is atogether as abſurd and intolerable, fo any 
one to 'repreſontt and ſpeak of theſe things ſuch 
Terms and-(Notions, as witft neceſſarily thrav all Diſ- 
\00ur ſe ind Reaſoning about then ito Parades and Con 
$#//or 3 whichis ro bitk a-Conchuſion, and to pay a 2cc- 
Koning by running out at the Back=deorHe adds : 4nd 
indeed to me theSonl.s thus chang ing its State forward raud 
(backwards fox owe manuey of jabiing to.auather, lacks 
wery.od and anmatural. |Whar doeshemean (by ahis'? 
That it is od aw4-nwnet wal, that the Soul chonld' live 
inthe Body and-ont -of he Body, 'and''then retven: 
mto the Body again ? And isnot this io 2 Does, nat 
the Soul firſt liven the Body, and' after :what we 
call Death, live out-of the Body, and ſhallit notbe 
reuned-tothe Body again attheRefurrettion? And 
how does this change the Soul's warzer of  ſubfijting, 
any more than the Body changes us manner of Jub- 
fiſting, when itis-nakedand cloathed? 'To hveanthe 
Body and out of the Body, are [Two different [States 
of Lafe, but the Soul ſubfiſts ſtillinthe ſame manner, 
for it owes notits'Subſiſtence to the Body, and can 
neither ſabſiſt more nor leſs in or out of the _—_ 
Or. 
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for:I know no degrees of Subfiltence- in-the Sou), 
though there are of Life and Aftion 3 what is, is,/and 
whac ſubfiſts continues to be. | 

But that which is ſo odd and nnnityral is, that from 
an incompleat State in the Body, it: ſbould;paſs to a. per- 
ſonal and compleat State ont of the Body. (which State; ys 
et preternatural to it ) and then fall back into an incoue- 
pleat State again by. its re-union to the Body at the Reſur- 
reFion ( which yet one would think, ſhould rather improve 
our principal Parts, in all reſpe&s, not meerly. relating 
to the Animal Lift, as the bare Subſeſtence of them, I ans 
ſure, does not.) m_ 

It is hard to gueſs the meaning of ſuch Gxphic Cant, 
and therefore I hope you and he will pardon me if I 
miſtake, for I will ob my- beſt. By the Soul's #::- 
compleat State in the Body, I ſuppoſe, he means, That 
the Soul in the Body is a# incompleat Perſon, and by 
the perſonal compleat State out - Body, that the Soul 
is a compleat Perſon ont of the Body 3, this indeed ſounds 
ſomewhat odd and'nnnatural + but does he know any 


"Man who ſays, that the Soul is an i#compleat Perſon ire 


the Body, and a compleat Perſon ont of the. Body ?: or 
who calls this the #zcompleat and the compleat State of 
the Soul? Thoſe:who afhrm the Soul to be the Perſon, 
ſay, 'That it is the ſame Perſon in the Body; and qut 
of it, but that it lives in different States in the Body 


-and out of it's and that its State. in this mortal Bo- 


dy, \isthe moſt imperfect State a reaſonable Soul can 
live in 3 That the State of the Soul in ſeparation from 
the Body,is to good Men a more perfeft and compleat, 
becauſe a more happy State, and; therefore;not pre- 
ternatural, which can never be a more happy State 3. 
and that there-union of the Soul to an immortal ſpiri- 
tual Body at the ReſurreQion,is the moſt Wen 


of a Trinity in Uaity. T5 
perfe} State of ql; 30 that heres bo ſuch! anwetwradl 4 
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He fays, the Saul 7# 4 State of Seperation i is but part 
of the Perſon, the whole of whichis acompoundof 
I and' Y, becauſe of its eſſential relation 40 4 

mponnd, by t what is this Commpoynd which the Soul 
Nori ntially rela bel to ? not the Body Thope, for the 

Body is no more the Compound, than the Soul: 
Is it then the Man ? and where is this Man that the 
Soul js eſſetiriall: related to ? Does he-then mean, 
that 1 at. is eflential Wie the Soul'to obiF - an Oy Bo- 

of Then "ey cannot live' in” a"Sta Rags 
it be of the Eſſence of the _ to ive] _— 
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cer;tha Pectehion'of Humane wy wor law 5 not the 
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ſhamed: the;Aull d he had ja. little-more 
Coufderativnand Confidenge togdeny'the Perſos: 
naly. of the*Soul, ; which can; fab Fand afty 'and be 
more peifeft and happy out of the-Body ;-whbich ſhews, 
thatto; be-in.the Body, - oriout., of; dots not icon- 
ceraithe Pexſoualny, - hut the different Rug piece 
the ſane-Pefdon hy) ff holkboles rig 4 eWhGd 
-.; To prodetd.iThe Mean had npod;antber > xo 
faid;i — ma ar Af 94 @- oe 
atyributed > 440. the Sawl. - 
pry array por 0M- | 


cauſe it i ifs 

Jlotwten the « [This k (houlShave, thought, ver: 

rye -baethe oy ya wept. very 

rraghcal Work with: u. - He fa t;.r 

te quretontrary,([That, te Mew binſc, ;#q "rom 
eNIE12 theſe 


Pag. 79 


ry 4a 
_— 
ww 


A Defence of. Dr: Sherlock's Notion © 


| L Af; art 4 waſt indetd be the Pet 
pg pc prot for the ſame Ree hotke Soul rarhet be 
4 Bat does the Dean' any where defiy;” That” the 
Man, as one of oP _ Body, is a | Hamarie: 
Perſon 2! or; w Body, aim odvxit 
Soul-is'the ' _ 1c wry's 
Soul is'the ſeat of Perſonality, ” lay 
bean Senſation,” anda Conſcious life, whic ie? 
equentlyin a $tate of \Separation isqhe Perſon, and: 
Rn or go png 
t re 4 
'When a Body'is'vitally united'to'a Soul, 
Fx and Body are but One Perſon, becauſe they are 
but One voluntary Aged, and Ve bat One Conlſci-- 


ous Life's bat CEO Pome the Perſon} as 

belies FANNY 316 hae | Senſurionsand athe 
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»'The Title of his Cann hwy is ins aro EO Anim. Chap.4. 
x-ſelf, and: proves; That-it is/ nothin che Z Þ. 99. 
poſe, For he undertakes"to» $-rvoany, Duh | 


Three Perſons who: fect theinſclves to be themſelves, 
2nd, not to be each other; are-not Three:realby- dis 
ind Perſons? This miſtake: has becn: 1 fully] ex- 
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.* the, Miſtake: roy hg and Hare whe 
when appliedto-finite or infinite Perſona. 
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thing, and; the Willrof the \Maker nay; Bait what- 


ever be: the formal- Reaſon.of Perſonality, there 
can. be no more Perſons: than Nature will admit ; 
aad- if 'the-eternal, )unereated Nate” wilt" admit 
buvof: Thtee Perſons, 'it is impoſiible that'Selfe cone 
ſetouſueſcy tho! it! were! 'thefortnat-Realdii of Perſo- 
naliry conld\make mores for there carr 'be no more 


when: the Divime Nature will/ adtnit” bat 'of Three 


Self-TonſcoupPerons \ - though a created / Nature 
wil admic of: matly''as/ God" pleaſes'to'make, Tn' 
ſhorr}:that>which naturally'd es Three Per- 
ſons. from :each-"other,' would diſtinguiſh - Three 
Thouſand,” if there were 6 ' many; but does 'not 
prove, ./Thapthete 2may be) Three Thouſand" 'Per- 


ſons inthe Gbdtizad ;-for Jt is no: eontra- 
ditions the diftiation/of by Selfe conſeiouſe - 


neſ7\that there ſhould be ThreeThonſiind,yet it may 

a contradiction to the Perfettion ofthe-Divine Nature, 
becauſe every Divine Perſon'is eternal, #nd-whatever 
is eternal doth-netefarily exit4/ahdtherefore if there 
be but Three Divirie Perſons! Father; $6n and! Holy 
Ghoſt, there never can be, nor ever could have been 
more.  - 9% 6 Jus PIR 

| as 4; His fourth and laſt 'Argtinient 4s «great 
Maſterpiece :of- profound / #64 Jidgmenit. 
If Three diſtin. Self tonſoidulſweſſer formally — 
Three diſtin# Perſondlities, then Three diftin& Self- 
complacencies will conſtitute Three diſftin@ Perſonalities 
too, He mightias welt have added Self-Lovye, and 
Selt-Dilpleature, i and. Self-Condettinition, and © as 
many 'Selfs as he could think'vf,%orly* the Danger 
then was, That the Perfonality ſhould alter with the 
judges or Paſſion, that 'the Perſon ſhould, not 
be the ſame, when he is pleaſed ind diſpleafed, 


when he applauds and- acquits,” or -condetfins' him. 
K ſelf, 
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Ge Se enfeiir makes a Perſon one with it 
appehends, from all other: Perſons; fo 


EI Ne on. 
oſlible for Three to be Qnez'and. that is the 


5 yoſ argue ory not the Unity of One Perſon, 
but the Lloicy of: Three, or 8 Trinity in, Unity: 
And this is. us, next-At , $0 prove; That-the 
aw? & f Three Divine in phy CET 
in Mutudl-conſcionſneſs. 
= ſame miſtake, and hes we, jane wer 
will ſerve : By Seif.con ”" neſs he underſtood, as 
you have ſeen, the If-conſcieuſneſs ; og 


then 


. of | 6 Trinity is Uni, 


es it to any A AB 9] 
Ads; eſpecially when we. ſpeak 
ture, W ed 28 know. bas no Mades ao Ade 
0h, We {o.much. as/in, Ions if -we nan 
ceive,aright of. Demon 6b; hp da Pure 
and fim le Atty yet I will nat pu bode nc 
out of his way, when there is _ need of it, an 
ealie Ah <hſtingion hetween the Principle and 
the AA. anſwers /all ; - A Self-contrigus Principle, 
without which, we. .can't.conceive 4 makes. a 
Ming one withit. F/T diftioguiſhes it-from all 
other Minds, and by the Acts of. Self-c Cionſne Yaeſe 
which ſuppoſe the Principle, | every proper 
to. be One, and. diſtinguiſhed from all 0g 
thus. the, natural, Princigle of, Ka 
between Three Perfons. unites them, inſepa 
One Nature, and #he As of Viatual rene t0 wo 
are the Acts of Hog 3 whereby Fags know an 
themſelves to be afſentially ja NING. 290 wig 
Rect of chil On 51ſt = A the 
oz, either as Fnci 6.-46.t ,..the 
firſt conſtitutes a. reaſonable Nature, the ſecond 
the actual exerciſe, of Reaſon 3. and thus all his Ar 
ments vaniſh. like Smaak.,. pil ig OW She E 
immediately, dilpesſe..and , \l 
return; as ſuck NN Vapoars ul iſe to ooh in-Thunder 
pra Lightog, or ſome threatging $orm. 
a I. His firſt Argument is: > Ships 4d of Aw 
ge 
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' Tedre tanbe the formal” at Nature 
ray eden ing " the a, bi Ah _ 4 
Metual-conſeiadjuſ is an AE of —_ 


Nothing will {atisfie the ro warns bee bs. ar 
Reaſons, whereas the Dean, no where aſſerts, That 
Mntval-conſcioufueſr is the fortnal Reaſon! of this U- 
rity, but that Three Perſons, who arethes Muthlly- 
conſciow” to each” other, muſt be eſſentially One's 
nor- does the Dean place this Unity in"'an AZ 


Mutual-co neſt, which. wes Prindiple--as 
well as We gre” re and th yy 1-2 


were-no more than Kno ques fer LA 


(ESR'7, 
muſt not be confidered * ro T 1% of Know 
Arg. 2. If Aer of Nature it The nod Perf ors 
be the Caxſe iſe, Re ln, or Mutual-co nf | 
neſs in the ſaid os, then th al-co eſnefs 
#5 not the Reg o th Unit of prominy Nature 3 
but the former is firm; the latterjis ſo 'too. 
Tf by yrs he means,” That theſe Divine Perſons 
could not-be thus Mytyally conſcious, except they 
were vols, for th One, it is true; but nothing to' the 
e, for they may be thus' efſentially One 'by 
-conſcioufneſs, or Mutual-conſcionſueſt may 3 
eſſential to this Unity, though they could not be 
thus aftually conſcious to each other , unleG they 
were thus-nnited, as to have and'to feel each other 
in themſalves; If 'by the Unity of Natwre in the Divine 
Perſons, he. _ the Samerieb and Homoonſtotes 
of Natnre; this ed ov 1 is a neceſlary Foundation 
for Muatyal-conſci G, without which they could 
not be One, nor mutually: -conſtious ro each other ; 
but 1'Jeny* that-it j# the -imarediate Cauſe;*Reaſon, 
or Principle of 'Muttial-confcionſoeſs : The ancient 
Fathers were yery ſenſible, That when- the ſame 
Nature fubfiſted diſtindly | in Three diſtin&-Perfons, 
the 


. of 4 Trmity\in Unity. _.. ». 
the 'meer:Sameneſs and Howmeonſeotes of Nature could 
not' make! this eflential Unity z/and' therefore they 
added, their Perichoreffs or the mutual [z-being .of 
theſe Divine Perſons in each other, which. the Dean 
calls: Mutnal-conſciouſneſs, which '1*the only natural 
Union'and [n-beirg'of Minds. 1! 7 + | 

He proves, That Unity of Nature is the Cauſe avd 
Principle of Mutual. conſciouſneſr,'' becauſe ' Mxtual-- 
conſciouſneſs is an eſſential Property equally belonging. to 
all the Three Perſons, and therefore as al Properties 
and internal \A4ttributes do; muſt iſſue: ant reſult fron. 
the Eſſence aid NatureYand: therefore can have no au» 
tecedent canſal influx upon'the ſame Nature, ſo as to con- 

ſtitute either the Being or the Unity of it... Now, 1 

. grant, That. Mutval-conſcionſneſs does :equally belong 
to-all Three'Perſons, fot they are all mutually: conſct- 
ous to each other, and'l grant, that it is eflentzal to 
the Divine Nature, as to ſubſilt in Three diftint 
Perſons; ſo in Three mutually-conſcious Perſons ; 
but yet Matual-conſciouſneſs belongs notimmediate- 
ly'to Nature. but to Perſons, and is that intimate U- 
nion of Perſons which confiſts in feeling each other 
in themſelves. 

The Dean will leave the Animadverter to Philo- 
ſophize by: himſelf -. concerning antecedent cauſal. in- 
finxes on the Divine Nature, to conſtitute the Being or 
the Unity of it 3 He pretends to no ſuch Knowledge 
of Created Nature, much leſs of an eternal, ſelf-origt- 
nated, ſimple, uncompounded Nature: It contents 
him to know what is eſſential, not abſolutely to the 
Unity of the Divine Nature, but to the Unity in 
Trinity, and if Mxtxat-conſcionſneſs be eſſential to this 
Unity, that the Three Divine Perſons are thus nnited, 
and cannot be One Without it, he will IP 
arther 
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farther with'any Man 'about it; : And-ic is- certain, 
This is effential to his Notion of an identical and-nu- 
merical Unity of Nature in the Divine Perſons, when 
the ſame individ dual 'Natore is repeated in its living 
Image, for is eflential to the Notion of- a living 1- 
mage, not only perfe&ly' 4a reprefent-.the -Natuze, 
but to feel all the Motions of the Protatype,.to hve, 
and move, and at with it, -as the Face in the Glaſs 
anſwers all the Features and Motions of the Face it re- 


2 this adretizr thakiakice thaw tole Mates 


asis evident from what follows; The \Divize Nature 
ar Eſſence being one andthe ſame in all the Three Perſons, 
there is upon this account, one ant the ſave. Knowledge 
in. them alſe ; and they ave not One in Nature, by Ver- 
#ve-f their dl-Conſciouſneſs 5 but art therdfore mu- 
ouſciaus, becauſe the perfath Unity and Identity of 
their Nature makes thew ſo. 

If by one and the ſame Knowledge, he means know- 
ing the ſame things, this I grant is owing to the Sawe- 
#eſ: of Nature, but is not Mutual comſciouſneſ7 ;, 'for 

Perſons, who have the fame Natore, may know 
the ſame things, without feeling each others T $ 
and Kno > in_ themſelves: If by ore the 
fame Knowledge 'he means, That the Knowledge of 
the Divine Nature m Three Perſons, is but One in- 
dividual Aft, as the Knowledge of One fingle Perfon 
is, this deſtroys the diſtmdtion of Perſons, which 
cannot be diftin& without diſtin& perſonal Ads, as 
Knowledge 1s, and:deſtroys Mutnal- conſciouſneſs ; for 
there is no:place for Autual-conſcionſneſs, or Mutnal. 
Knowledge, where there is. but One fingle A& of 
Knowledge : If by one and the ſame Knowledge he 
. means what Gregory Nyſſen calls, jwuia Tx a yab3 B5Ak- 
| Hgr7vs 


- of a Tranity .v. Wuity. 
xs, One motion-and diſpofiti- 


egrns coli which paſſes through the whole = 
on.of the t w 
Trinity exo adarms, without any diftance of 
meg propane the Motion from :onero-Yaother, 
but'is daft inthews att by one:Senfanon; tike& Oar 


Thought rm tr riumerical + vary this is that/ very 
Mutzad:confei eſs che Bean means, and: is cfſenti- 
a, accno the Unny of the Divine Nature 
canfidered\; but \-as repemed vin/aes image = Three 
ſuck diſtin& Sabliſteaces of the: ſame individual Na- 
cure, 'are by Mutyal-cogfciouſhels etiennally Out; 
and thus he may-take his Rifbolity again 3 for he: is 
undone he parts with ut. 200 

3.- Arg. To affrrm Muty 1 to be the cuvſe 

' the Onion 0 he The Divi Po iz the ſame 

ature, ir to confound the "Union ant Cammunion of the 
ſaid Perſons together. 

To affirm, That the Three Divine Perſons are eſ- 
ſentially-One by Mutual-confciouſneſs is not to affirm, 
that Mutual-conſcioufaeſs its the Canle 'of the Union; 
bat that Perſons thus nnited, whatever makes this 
Union, are effentially One : The Union of the Fa- 
ther and Son in the ſame Nature, is by eternal Gene- 
ration, or the Father's begetting a Son in his 'oiwn 
Likeneſs, not without but within humicht,, and the U- 
non of the __y Chen, with Father and Son, is by his 
eternal Proceſhon from Father and Son, withont'Se- 
paration, or going out of either 4 but-this Tn-be 
of theſe Divine Perſons in each, other is their Mat 


conſci 5.3 for they are in one another, as Minds, 
not as Bodies, and we know no other natural Union 
or In-being of Minds, bur this natural intimate Con- 
- ſciouſne(s to each other. 


But 
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and Communrion of theſe Divine Perſons 3 tor 'it ſeems 
their "Communion conlifts in this Matual-conſe ; 
and if their{lnionoonſiſts in'it00,, then their Uni 
and Communion i#the-ſame-: And whatifithe:}iC 
he tell of any Communion between Perſons: 


One{exceptin rſona! Ads as are peculiatly a» 
ſcribed to hrs be apy ourSalvation,which 
rm arthur ency hn RR ufireſr) 


whe bave no-natural-Uripay Unity! and Communion 
are Twothingsz for where there 15no natural Union; 
Communion can only ſignifie.a Moral or Political, Us 
nion; but all CommunidnisUnion3 and where..the 
Union 'is natural"'Union \and”Cemmunion' muſt-be 


. the fame: For. Perſons whith' ace eflentially One, 


which is- the moſt perfeft Union; can admit of no 
lower Degrees of Union, which are only Imitatjons 
of Nature, to. ſipply the wahofpurnal nice! $9 
that:#he- Animadverter has ;unawatgs; proved.the: &(- 
tuidl-conſciouſnels;_ for f-their Communzon confiſts 
init; as he grants, then their Union muſt. 
[1 But he has (made a very' falſe Repreſentation;both 
of Afntial:canſeimmſaeſs, and of the Communion of. the 
Divine Perſons with':cach other, For:to ptove Mir+ 
tnal-conſeionſueſ; to; be Communion, he'(ays, That all 
ATs of ſeveral Perſons upon one another ( as all thatant 
Mutnal mu tn) are \properly AT. of - Communion, by 
which the ſaid Perſons have an Intercourſe ep} them- 
ſelvei, as .acting interchangeably \0ne npon the other 71 
which may be. true of ſeparate Perſons, and of all 0- 
ther Mutual A#s, excepting Mutal- conſciouſneſs: But 
Perſons, though diſtinct, yet not ſeparate, 'burt. eſ- 
ſentially 


| i «-Iiliy. in Hai. 
ſenrially One by Mutual-conſcionſheſs, donot at np- 
oft each other (which muſt fignifie an external Im- 
preſſion, which one Perſon makes upon the other, 
and that ſuppoſes them to be ſeparate Perſons ) 
but ſee, and know, and feel each other in themſelves, 
as every lingle individual Mind feels its own Thoughts 
and Paſſions. Had the Dean made ſuch a Separati- 
on between the Divine Perſons, as this looſe Deſcrip- 
tion of Communion infers, what tragical Exclamations 
ſhould we have heard ? 

But this ſevere Cenſarer of other Men ought to 
| have been more cautious than to have ſaid; all 
AZFs of ſeveral Perſons npon one another, are As of 
Communion, which makes Boys in a State of Commu- 
nion with each other at Boxing ; and a match at Scold- 
ing another State of Communion 3 that had the Dean 
but been pleaſed to have returned Mutual Ads, he 
and the Animadverter might long before this, have 
been in very ſftriF Communion with each other. 

After all this huffing and m__ , thisnotable 
Diſpate iſſues in a meer Metaphytical lety about 
the natural Order of our Conceptions of things. 
The Animadverter grants all that the Dean ſays, and 
all that he has need to ſay in order to form a Notion 
of a Trinity in Unity. In the Diſpute about Self- 
conſciouſneſs, he no where denies, but in all his Ar- 
guments ſuppoſes, that every individual Perſon has 
a Self-conſcionſneſs of its own, and that every ſuch 
Self-conſcions Perſon is thereby one with it (elf, and 
along from all other Perſons ; . but he will 
not / allow Self-con 


Hoſe 7 tobe. the {my Rea- 
ſon of Perſonality, which the Dean no where ſays it 
is; and as for Mxtwak-conſciouſneſs , he allows the 
Three Divine Perſons, to be "ona mutually-conſcions 3 


and 
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and that this Mutwal-Gonſriouſneſs way ſuppoſe an Uni-- 
on of Natnre ( the Dean would ove: {3.8 Re | 
ture, though an Union of Perſons ;, for Unity is One- 
neſs, Union is a Conjunction of more than Ones and 
therefore there can be no Urioz of Nature, unleſs 
there ben number of Natures united into One,.. but. 
there is an Union of Perſons in the Unity of Nature). 
and that Mwtwal-conſcionſueſs may reſult from this U- 
nion, ard wpon the ſame account may infer and prove 
it, but it can never give or cauſe it > for their e 
and Perſonality ( what but Oe Perſonality, as One E(l- 
ſence in Three ? Jo ftill go before their Mutual-can-' 
ſcionſneſs, fence the Three Perſons muſt be really Que in 
Natare before they can know themſelves to: be ſo.: To be 
ſo 2 How & that? To be One? That they muſt, be 
One, before they can know themaelves to. be One ? 
What is that tothe ? Can they be One. be- 
fore they are Mutually-conſcious, even in the order 
of conceivingit ? Can they be One before they, are 
in one another ? Or is there any other mutual In-be- 
ing of Minds, but Mutnal-conſciouſneſs ? - 
Bat on confounded ma does thy a mHm the, 
ze, {1nple, uncompou eter atureof God 
_ prove a Priority or Poſteriority of Being, or Can- 
ſalty in the Divine Nature from the, order: of ous, 
Conceptions ? When we certaialy. know, that the 
Divine Nature is eternal, and therefore has 
before, nor after in it 3 that it has no Parts or Cam- 
ition, andtherefore nothing in order. of Nature 
fore or after, nothing that can be concaved. asa 
Cauſe or Effe&, isit not TIN a all fach 
Conceptions, reduced into ſuch exat Qrder and. Me 
thod, are falſe, grand ag wok Rs ow the Di- 
vine nature, that anſwers to them ?, And thongh the 
1nper- 


imperfection of - our. Knowledge makes it neceſſary 
to ngn, the Dirine toner ante em Con- 
ceptions, as far as we can know any thing of God,and 
can form diſtin Notions, which _— can view by 
Parts z 1s this a Reaſon to frame Ideas of Priority and 
Poſteriority, of Cauſes and Effects, of formal Reaſons 
and eſſential Properties, when we know there is no 
ſuch thing in God, and can form no diſtin&t Con- 
ceptions of them 2? Is it not a wiſe Diſpute, whether 
Eſſence, Subſiſtence, Perſonality, the diſtintion of 
Perſons, or the Unity of Nature, Self-conſciouſneſs, 
and Mutual-conſciouſneſs, be firſt or laſt, which is 
the Cauſe, and which the Effe& ; when we know 
that the Divine Nature did eternally ſabſiſt in Three 
Self-conſcious, and mutnally-conſfcious Perſons, and 
have no other Conception of their Diſtiaftion and 
Unity ? 

But let thoſe diſtinguiſh and methodize their Con- 
ceptions into unconceivable. Confuſion, that pleaſe ; 
if Self-con(ciouſnels neceſlarily reſults from,and infers 
and provesa diſtin&ion of Perſons, and Mutual-con- 
ſciouſneſs ſuppoſes, reſults from, infers, and proves, the 
Union of the Divine Perſons in the eſſential Unity of 
the Godhead, it will ſatisfie the Dean without diſpu- 
ting the formal Reaſons of Perſonality and Union : 
For this proves a Triaity ia Uaity, and gives usas in- 
telligible a Notion of it, as we have of Three di- 
{tin Self-conſcious Perſons, which are mutually con- 
ſcious to each other, which either makes or proves 
ancſ{kntial Diſtintiowand Unity 3 and to diſpure a- 
baut the Cauſe of Self-conſciouſacls or Mutual-con- 
ſciouſneſs, is to diſpute about the naked Eflences, or 
eſſential Properties of, things, which the Dean re- Viadic. p. g. 
zected from the beginning, as without the Compaſs 
of Humane Knowledge. L 2 4. His 
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4. His fourth and laſt Argument diſcards the Notion 
of Self- conſeionſmeſ and Mutnal-conſciouſneſs, not on 
4s new an ſuſpicions, but as wholly needleſs in this Su 
je#. Why ſo? Pray what hurt have theſe ſcem- 
ingly innocent Wordsdone? Are they not Engliſh? 
Do they fignifie nothing ? Or can't he underſtand 
them ? The laſt is the truth of the Caſe, and it is a 
hard caſe, that the Dean muſt be bound, at the peril 
of having a non BR Book mr __ im, 
to furniſh the Animadverter with Underſtanding, if 
he venture upon any Terms, Es Enos 
ſome Orthodox Schoolmen, for Peter Lombard will 
not paſs muſter with him. 

But the Sum'of all is, That nothing can be ſignified 
theſe Words (Self: conſciouſneſs and Mutual conſciouſ- 
weſt) which is not fully, clearly, and abundantly fegnified 

that one plain Word, and known Attribute, the Divine 

mniſcience. Now ſuppoſe this; Why may not that 
One Comprehenſive Attribute of Omniſcience. very 
properly receive different Names, ' according to its 
different Objetts, as the ſeveral Arts and Sciences do? 
If, as he ſays, by this Ommiſcience every Divine Perſor 
knows himſelf, and the ſame Perſon, b, the very ſame 
Omniſcience knows all that is known by the other Two 
Perſons, and the other Two Perſons by the ſame knows 
all that is known by him; yet to know himſelf and to 
know whatever others know, r_—_ it may belong 
to the ſame Omniſcience is not the ſame Knowledge, 
becauſe it has not the ſame ObjeCt 3 for Self and 
Others, are as diſtin ObjeQs as Father, Son, /and 
Holy Ghoſt, are diſtin Perſons; and therefore 
this Knowledge may be diſtinguiſhed by different 


Names, as it 1s by different ObjeQs. 


:c:: And 


/ of a Trinit ym Minit Y. 
. And fince, as'he confeſſes; 'the general Notion'of 
Omniſcience does not diſtingaiſh 'Perſons av Self- 
conſciouſneſs does, nor Unite—-them into One; as 
Mutual-conſcionſneſs does, | theſe Tertns were! ne- 
ceſlary to. expreſs ſomerhing , - which Omniſcierice 
does. not expreſs, viz. wherein theſe Divine Perſons 
are diſtinguiſhed,” and wherein they ate One; -'i/ 
Bur, after all; this is a Miſtake 3 for] though Self- 
conſciouſneſs and Mutual conſcionſneſs may- in - ſome 
Sence be calted Knowledge, yet they are of a'diffe- 
rent. Kind: and: Species: from what! we Rrtly (call 
Knowledge, that is, they differ as tion and 
Senfation. Self-Kno e properly (ignifies to con- 
template our own Natures in- their Idea,- to draw 
our own Image and Picture: as like the: Ces as 
we can, and. to view' our felves in (it:''But Selfiror- 
ſciouſneſs is an 'intelleFal Self Senſation, when we 
feel offr ſelves, and all ' the Thoughts, Knowledge, 
Volitions, Paſſions of onr' Minds, and know 'what is 
Self, and what belongs to Self by feeling # He, 
who knows:not the difference between intelle&tual 
Sence and Knowledge, is as unfit - tomeddle in this 
Controverlie, as a Blind-Man'is' to diſpute of Co- 
lours. Thus the Mutzal-conſcrouſneſs of Three Per- 
ſons is not their mutual Knowledge'of 'each other, 
though they know each other as perfeMly-ias: they 
know. themſelves, but their: Matual:Senſation 'and 
feeling each other in themſelves, whiich makes them 
naturally One. An. omniſcient Being+ knows -all 
things, bar feels bimſelf 3 and Omniſtience,'as the 
- Animadvetter obſerves, belongs to- Natavey bur Ma- 
 tual-conſciouſneſs to Perfons;.which/might have 1a- 
tisfied him, That there is a great difference-between 
Ommniſcience, and Self-conſciouſaeſs,, 2nd Mittual-con- 
ſcionſneſsz 
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ſeionſpeſs3 between knowing all things, whether the 
OS be-8elE,  or| any ofher Being;. and feeling bim- 
ſelf and other Perſons inthimſelf, 

Song and Meme oteimprſ, and te 
Self an on 5, and- a lit- 
tle; mare;;fvlly.; to explain: it, w #- ſeems, he 
thought, chat every one, who was actainted with 
the workmgs of his own Mind, muſt have under- 
ſtood without a Comment. ; And, -1 hope, if the 
Animadyerter think ft to: poke ny we ſhall 
hear,n0 more-of his forme! Ree of erſouality ard 
Onion, but. that egy be. caſed to oo Sake 
true paint, apr a Self-conſcious Perſon be not 


one, with him{elf} and diſtinguiſhed from all other 
hy, and Whether he does hot. feel hinfelf to. be 
thus One, and.thys diſtinguiſhed by Self conſcionfreſs ; 


and--whether. Three Di Dips Perſons, who are thus 
Mutnally-confcions to each 'other, be not iturally 
and: eſlenxially United into One m-Being, or 
One God, All other Diſpaces are e the Que- 
ſtion.4,for if this bokd- true; then we have a natural 
Diſtingfton, and ja; natural Unity between theſe 
Three Divine Perſons, Father, Son, and Hey Gel 

and that is a nataral Trinity in Unity, without the 
leaſt. rance of Abſirdity or Contradidtion, or 
palhiliry in; 1ts. Notion, 

. Hitherto,' >thoughthe Afſaule has been furious - 
inſulting, we. have met with no heavier Charge, 


Gr g joe wome m—_ than. I than Ignore 
woany 


ti Cargo lj will now-leave you'to 
judge 5 bas, chit is the. boginaing of | Sorrow : 


= chongh I do heartily thank the Animadverter, 
that 


of a Tranity:in Wait... \-/ 


that he has been facivil tothe Dean, as ndt tackarge Anim. Chup.z, 
this upon him, as his Opinion, bus as the codequence* ''* 


of his Principles, which 1 -belteve will prove: no! 
more than the Animadverter*s, Ignorance, not the 
Dean's. Herel#.. owt none ot 
Before [I Anſwer his Arguments, 34 will be neceſ- 
ſary briefly. to ſtate this Matter 4 /Controverſie;; for 
the Sting of all his Arguments conſiſts 1n forcing 
ſuch a Sence on the Dean's Words, as he never in»/ 
e. on pom that needs. any Eycoiſe or A y 
is the. \Phraſe of Three eternal and: infinite: Mo ſ5 
mo Poul of _— a rv 0 it is an nnuſual way of 
ng, and gives tage to-an ignorant .or 
cavilling Adventiry to. afhx Go muon Here- 
tical Sence. an it,. What led the Deats to this, 1-ob+ 
ſerved before, 2i#; His explication of the diſtin&tion 
of the Three Divine Perſons by Self-confcionſmeſe, 
and of their effential Unity by Maizal-conſcioufrreſs 5, 
now ſince Self conſeienſerſ and Matxel-conſcionſneſs 
can be tn mg but Minds, he thought the faireſt 
and eaſzeſt ation:of this Matter; was to con- 
fider them under the Notiowand Character of Minds * 
for every yn on a Mind 3s 
diſtingarſhed trom all other Minds-by : onſciouſ- 
eſs, and if thene may be, 2v4d is, (ach. a Mavnx/-con- 
cionſwreſs between Three, as the..Dean :defcribes, 
they muſt be as natudlly and -effentially One, as 
Three can be'Qae, and; we muſt ſock for: no other 
Unity in Trinity, than what! is retoncikable with! a 
real Trmity, 0x; areal diſftiofiion between! Three. - | 
But had the Dean been aware, what kind-of Mea 
he ſhould have had'to: do with; ſuch as have no re- 
gard to the plain and manifeſt Scince iof —— 
1 


A Defence'of - Dr. Sherlock's' Notion 
-if-rbey catiþar »pick/a Quarrel with his'words, he 
" mai have prevented all this, withoat having - 
- 1njaredihis main Ar nt : If inſtead of Three eter- 
al andinfinite Minds, he had but ſaid, Three eternal, 
infinite, knowing, intelligent Perſons, he had kept the 
Orthodox Language; and yet expreſſed all that he 
intended.by Three Minds; for a knowing intelligent 
Perſon is a Mind, if Knowledge can be only in a 
Mind ; and then Three ſuch intelligent Perſons ma 
be diſtinguiſhed-from each other by Self-conſcionſneſs, 
and united in One.Godhead' by Mut»al-conſciouſueſs. 
Fhis is the-Account the Dean himſelf gives, what he 
means by a Mind, "That. a Mind is” an intelligent 'Per- 
ſon, and that every intelligent Perſon is a Mind, and 
therefore thoughr' it as innocent 'in this. Sence, 
to fay, That' there are Three eternal and infinite” 
Minds; as to fay, That there are Three eternal and 
infinite Perſons; and I believe it will appear, That 
ing the unuſualneſs of the Expreſſion, the ob- 
jection of Tritheiſme will equally ' lie againſt both, 
with this difference, That it is more calily Anſwered 
by confidering-the Powers and Properties of a Mind. 
And in this Sence only he affirms, That to ſay, they 
are 'Three Perſons, and not - Three diſtin® infinite 
Minds, that-1s, not' Three diſtin& intelligent Per- 
ſons, .i4 both Herefie and Nonſence;; it is Nonſence to 
Talk of a Perſox,-'who is not 'an/ intebigent Perſon, 
that is, as he explains it, a Mizd, which contradifts 
the Notion both. of a Perſon and Mind; and to ſay, 
That there are Three Perſons, but not Three intel- 
ligent Perſons, -is Herefic, even the Hereſie of Sabel- 
lkizs ; for there s no Medium between a Trinity of 
intelligent Perſons, and a Trinity of Names 3 for 
Powers and Faculties, and Modes, will prove no 
more, 


A of «-Temity ty wel. \WMpity WOIEL 
more, when diltinguiſlied from he mit by 
And it is: ry pays, That thisas alt: be, 
it, by the oppaſition be makes berwedo.Thires Mind, 
and; Three mtelligent | Perſons, :and-/ Three : Powers 
and Faculties of the ſame Being 4 fe the ;Facilties. are not 
Perſons, no wort than ad. 
ing, are: Three: Perſont in One Mat : 'And\he- ove, 
That the received Catholick Notion of a Po 
ſuch a Being as.'has Underſtanding, and Will, 4p 
Power of Aion, fromthe «Arguments univetſall 
urged agdivult;the S9#/zim;ta;prove the Hbly Gh 
to: be ar Perſon; Pp 4 Divine" Power, 
er. 


— ol the; Properties Jou belong. to him, 
ſuch ar ons: and  AFjons. 
So .thoſ& with Here- 
fe and barely refuſe) toi uſe theſe 
Terms-of-\Three\ CY and. infinite Minds, which, 
it may. be, no body ever. fo exprelly. uſed before 


him, and which he will not contend -aboutz' but - 


the —m_ and Nonſence is to aſlert; Three diſtin& 
Dwine Perſons, i who are not Three diſtint®,/ cternal, 
infinite, intelligent: Perſons, 'and: be: has' Authotiry 
and. Reaſon angh to call this both © Hereſfe. and 
Neonſence. - 

This is .a ſufficient Anſwer .to-that. the 
Avimadyerter draws up':a the Dean;' 
calls the Three Divine Perſons "Three eternal far _ 
nite Minds, by which he underftbnds no more than 
Three intel/igent Perſons ; and if He thinks ant 2. 
al ; Perſox to be a Mind, lerthe Anumadverter 
te him, \if-he:canz ind if he. mearis ho: move 
by: by: Three Minds thani Three intelligent Perſons, Cas it 
evident he:could mean no more ) how-inconve- 
nieat ſoever this expreſſion naxde thought, : _ 


© Charge. - And wow Ne axvonlide? his 
| =D he g-mlgt yank mu: Fn th lay 
you fie 

are not Three "the Bled ws 


di 
as 


for ag eternal bis Mi. A Rar 
infinite, intelligent Perſon, are Terms as equi .and 
' as (God und infinite Mint. CT: ra 5 


und | 
pp ASL; Ts Pt ee Land an 1 wal 


= Peron bing as ud Propel On, 


þ-compporwnervlleA thidk fic 10 Anſwer, 'TharOre 
God, an Our ind areoemrnbcirms, bm 
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being ut 
frm kai 
intel]i 


zalinite) 
Daya on are 1 


of .a' Tiawty in; Unity, = 
the reply ws cafie; Thas-the bare Terws, from which 
he argaes, 'do.nd prove this 4flinGian z; For though 
inthe Dodrine. of the Trinity, cuſtora has more 
reconciled us. the Term Perſon than Mizd ; yet, 
ſetting (alide_ this. Diſpute, all. Magkind underſtand 
rhe. large -rhidg-by-an infaite Ming, jand. an infinite 
intelligent. Pexſoxt v3 1it is plan the Srcinians do, and 
hence gonclude;'That there is but'Oze Perſon in the 
Godhead, becauſe God is bue One infivite Mird. 
Whether there be: One or Three infinite Minds, or 
infinite intelligent:Berſons'in the Uniny-of the God- 
head, hb Diaeoel a ligher Nature, -and can't be 
determined by ! (bmuertible Terms 3; for though the 
ancient Philofophers and Poets (as he Learnedly 
es, What. every Schook-Boy., knows) did ac- 
nowledge God-to be a Mird ar Spirit, that is, an 
underſtanding, mtelligent, immaterial Being, yet 
moſt of them by Mind underſtood no more than 
One fingle Mind; or One fingle larelligent' Perſon, 
and he might have known, that Plato, to whom he 
appeals , he acknowledged God to. be a 
Mind, yet he owned :Three: ſuch; Minds in the Unity 
of the Godhead, And «herefore could not think, 
That One God, and One infinite Mind, were equi- 
pollent and convertible Terms ; becauſe he aſſerted 
Three infinne Minds to be but One God. 

But: ſince the Animadyerter has only made God, 
and mfinite Mind or Spirit, equipollent and conver- 
tible Terms, we may allow bim this, and ſtill deny 
bis Major: Propoſation, that therefore Three diſtin# 
infinite Minds or Spirits, are Three difpiu# Gods';, tor 
thongh 'Gbd is an infiaite: Mind,-and an milnity 
Mind is God, tt. does not; follow that Three infinite 
Minds are Three diftini# Gods, no more; than We 
M 2 inh1- 


84 


ſelf all the Perfe&ions' that 


A Defence of Dr. Sherlock*s Notion 
infinite intelligent Perſons are Threeidiftind: 
but only as " exprelſed in the; n 
That' we' are ebety Y the Chriſtian. ah to ac- 
knowlelge' every Perſon by him rho {di- 
Nindtly.J- to be God" anitt Parts 
by the Catholick Re _—_ there be; Three Gods or 
Three Lords. Tf God 'be'an infigite 1 
be Three infinite Minds, it muſt: follow, 'Thar each 
of theſe Three 'infinite Minds, diftin#ly ,” and' 4 
himfelf conſidered, is God, not that theſe Three are 
Three diſtin& Gods; but 'One G68. 19 48 C2447 
Indeed the 'Animadverter's. Argument from Cs 
vertibility and Commenſuration, whatſoever "may 
be affirmed or denied of the One, may with equal Truth 
and Propriety ' be affirmed and "denied of the other, 
proves all that the Dean would defire, vis. thatevery 
diftin& Perſon in the' Godhead is'diſtinAly by: bine- 
felf an infinite Mind, becauſe he'ts diſtinGty by him- 
ſelf God, and God is 3»finite Mind, and eres 
every Perfon, who is God, is infinite Mind; for no - 
Perſon' can; by himſelf be God, who: has not ly him- 


belong to the Idea.of 
God : So that here are*Three:Perſons in the God- 
head, each of which by biayſer is infinite Mind, And 
therefore, though it may be improper, in an abſo- 
lute Sence to fay, there are Three eternal and infi- 
nite Minds, when we acknowledge this ' infinite 
Mind is, and eternally was eſſentially and inſepara. 
bly One z - yet we muſt ſay, that this One infinite 
Mind is eſſen entially-diſtinguiſhed into Three infinite 
intelligent Perſons; whom, in. any-other' caſe, we 
ſhoufd call Three Minds, -and are as much /Three as 
is conſiſtent with the eſſential Uniry of the God- 
head ; and this is reaſon enough to confider the di- 
ſtintion 
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of 4 Trinity in Unity. | 

ſtinQtion of Perſons, and the Uniry of the Godhead, 
as we would the Diſtintion and Unity 'of Three 
Mindsg and then this One eternal infinite Mind, 
may be diſtinguiſhed into Three.intelligent Perſons. 
by Three Selt-conſciouſnefles, and be etfentially One 
by a matural 'Mutoal-conſciouſheſs, : which 'is all the 
Dean. intended, : or' had occaſion to aſſert. -: And if 
this be all he means by the Godbead, and infinite Mind, 
which is common to all Three Perſons, the Dean rea- 
dily agrees with himy-and in.this Sence will. no more 
fay, that there are Three infinite Minds,than that there 
are Three Gods. Wt 

The Animadverter was aware of this, That the 
ſame ObjeCtion of Three Gods, would as well lie a- 
gainſt Three P as againſt Three Minds ; and let 
us conſfider how he avoids the blow. The difference 
he makes between them is this, That Three infinite 
Minas or Spirits are Three abſolute, ſimple Beings, or 
Hfewees and ſo ſtand diſtinguiſhed from one another by 

ir whole Beings or Natures: The Sum of which is 
no more bat this, That Three diſtin& Minds are/Three 
diſtin&t Gods, becauſe they are diftingaiſhed.;_ bu if 
notwithſtanding their diſtinQion, they are eſſentially 
and inſeparably One,they are not Three diſtin& Gods, 
bat areal SG Divine Perſons in the- Unity of 
the Godhead, which all Men maſt own,who belieye.a 
Trimity in Unity. But are not Three #nfinite intelligent 
Perſons, as much Three abſolute, ſimple. Beings and Eſ- 


fences, as Three Minds?: No! by no means41 The Dz- 


vine Perſons are Three Relatives, (or One ſimple Being 
or 'Bſſence nnder Three diſt A and conſe- 
quently differ: from one.| another, > + ly, and by all 
that isin them, but only by ſome . oy ReſpeF pecu- 


hiar to each; and upon that account cauſing - their De- 
ſtinFion. 


A Defence. of Dr. Sherlock's Notion 
ſtin@ion: - This 'ts perteft Gibb , which L am:cer;- 
rain ht underſtands not one Word of hichſelf ; \Hat 
letus examine It. '-- 
right hor Rees _ hen mn 
very 5 and oy are Ihree,' 
and are related'ro eachother. - Rot what are Three. 
Relatives? chat comes m by way of Parembeſs, "One 
ſomeple Being," or Eſſence under Three Relations. 
Fhat ny $og-org Perfons, nor Fony m_— m—_—— 
are One we Brant, ' 
they: were from-erernity niſeparably united: in One 
infinite Eſſence, -or One Supream God'z but\ the 
Queſtion ſtill —_ what e—— Three Perſons are, 
into'which ths Being, or Efence, is Te 
ed by theſe: Three. diftin& Relations ? Three Rela. 
tiveFareinot Three Relations,” but Three things gela- 
red\to-each other's What then; are: theſe Three Per- 
fons in the ay ro the Divine Edence ? Three Re- 
oo Io hree 5, Three Reſpe&s, wihout ſome 
which thoteſientially One, is: xeally and fiah+ 
fam lily Three, is: Nonfence in Logick 'for. there 
muſt many«\real, fubſtantia] Relitiveaand-Cantt. 
tires, as there are Relations, unleſs the Relation be» 
tween Father and Son can ſubfiſt without a-real Fa 
ther and Son. - The Perſon: then of the: Father, the 
Petfoii:of the'Son, and the Perſon of the Holy:Gholk, 
arenot" the Relations between Father, Son, ;and Ho- 
ty Ghoſt, but real, ſubſtantial Perſons, thus related to 
each orher : And-if theſe are Three intelligent. Per» 
fons, let him make, if be can, Three Gods of. Three 
Maintds, and po ten; non og 4p Per jors' from 
the ame - But the: Truth is, prevent. the 
Charge of making Three Gods, he (diſtinguiſhes the 
Three Divine ning into Three Logical Relations, 


or 


of a"Tirinty im Unity. 
or Modes of Sabfiftences and if we will be conterit- 
ed with a Trinity of Modes, he is for us 3, butt this 
looks very like renouncing a Trinity of Perſons, to 
ſecure the Unity of the Godhead: ; and 1 fear will 
prove no better when thoroughly exatnined. - 

In what Sence the Three Divine Perſons are Three 
Relatives, or Three Relation?};1 tiave explained above z 
their-Nature is compleat and abſolute, if the Divine 
Nature be fo, but their Subfiſtence is Relative, as it 
ultof! Neceſh ty.he. he, when the boy 

tures Fepeated;-atrd If Three , If" 
it be efſential to the Father tobe Ping be fails 
with a neceflary Relation to his Son 3 if it be work 
tial t& the -Sori' tobe a Son, vw rh Rn 


'6f the Father; his Sith! y | 

OI  depetids = | 

the Prototype. "And exch - Divine 

Perfenbe cel Viind, '#1d with reben. 

to their En hy be ciiied Thwve. A 

mer) yes Earl nteredto-wall; 05 
ch ne [ly bois 

> He, vr googgry ; of Natwres,' | 


| Mind repeared tt Three Rel 
frences without ttrt}tiplication Me bo 
ving ſmage,: t upd ch of thn ah 
maneNarure, 


led Two Men, yer wrong bite iis KEY "I TR 
abſolute Hamane N Nature, th ted "t, 
| F; ard ate 
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fb ant i GI he had uy Tally c qi, 


wh making Three Gods, but the fame eternal and 
infinite 


A Defence of. Dr. Sherlock's Notion 


infinite Mind _ ted in Three Subſiſtences, neceſla- 
" mly and efſen related to each other, 'are' but One 
-eternal God. 
2. His ſecond Argument is this. 
Three diſtin#. Minds. or Spirits, are Three find 
Subſtances. 
.  Butthe Three Pankdes? in the Bleſſ d Triwity, are not 
Three diſtin Subſtances, 
And. therefore they are not Three diſtin Minds or 
Spirits, ... 
The Dean does;ngt to. know an thing of 
the Subſtance of Fa proend leſs of any tinge is 
an jafinite Mind - He is.contented to know, That a 


Mind is a thinking and nndeehanging Beings and 


though 

Subſtance , m wy f in - finite, created 

» Kdeofpls Minds, ,yet St. Auſtize has _ him, that in God, * to 

pics com- be is not One thing, and to underſtand another, or what 

Mea elſe TIT ſaid 0f.5he Do eros and there- 

not Subſtance nent that4r 1n the, Unity gf 

Bn, the Godhead there be but Three ſuch diſtin&: 
eſt efſe, the 

nd Geet ſtandings, - or Minds or int t Perſons, .who are 

re! 5. noteach other, and do not underſtand by cach other, 

by themſelves, as St. Auſtin expreſly ob- 

no man will ſay, That the aFing does 


= himſelf, but by bis Son, he is not con- 
| aloe pep doe ces,. Which are the ſame 
AN, ld wk, a and to wnderſftend in God. 


qui -ugri- 


omnino' cfle_ una naw- 
+ Deinde quis audeardicere parrem non incelligere per ſemeripſum, ſod per filium ? 


But 


and, Natare, jor. 


"of" "oy bh Nuity,” 
"oth Proofs of Bork Propafitins + ace entertainin 
His Major, "That TÞres diſtint# Mint ave Three di ſtint? 
Subſt ances, he jo Ns frogs the Defhnition 7 of 4 Mind or 
Wo it, that it Yi Sith mcdrporeaintel WETLTLS 
{eligent incor teal or ry Syb#trnte 5; "and 
thetefore Three diffint Minds or Spirits nilſt b& Three 
ſuch diſtin Subſtaices. Now if a Man ſhould deny his 
Definition, ; a0 y, That 7 Mind 1s res cogitans, a 
thinkin He "would be for tyant of 
his Ss Hoy "Butt Tſhal{ onfy cap' Definitions” with 
kim a At oreſent,” That” a Perfon'ts SWF2MH2 1Foidul 
nature rationabilis, 'the indiviluat $6 abſtance of Rt 


Loud Nature : And therefore, if there be Three « di- 


ſtin& Perforis, thereare Three fith\Jiſtm&Subſtznces 
im the God! hed, 'and ler us fee he will bring” off 
Three -Pezlons fot being, Three diffioe St 

and I will utidertake the Dean'ſhafl do as much, and 
do it as well, for Three Minds. 

"But if 4 Mind. fy not 4 Subſtzhte; what cold it v2 
elſe? TE us kno firſt” What rubſtanice is: ttd' 'theh 
welltel jig Not nad  ſubſtat dtcidentibus Thope, fot 
then he immediately proves, ThatGod is no Subſtince, 
becauſe no accident car be in God, nor need he fear, 
- that the Deair'v Yo Ke 4 Mints Mott of Sib ſite bets 

his Sence. of fo Fs ea true. aji4 Mar mad, whith 

2 rfally: an oany A hong ondh theſe Three 
merte! Minds are Vit Three ettthrat- Sybliſtences 
of the ſame; One individgal etcrnal Mind?” 

5 for the Mitior,, Viz. Th3t the Three Divine Per- 
fons ons in-the bleſſed Ti} are nat” Thrte * APPLE Sub- 
ſtances, he proves firſt fr04 APority and he'is' as 
dangerous a Van at Py hg as evet'T met with. 

He cites Tertul/ian, St. Jerom '$t: Auſtin, and (ome 
others, and he might have Proceed the Authority of 
all 
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4 Defence of Dr. SherJock's i ocal 
* the. ancient Fathers, tO. Proye, that. the 
One Subſt lance in God: but this is nothing to-his uſu 
poſe,for by One Subſtance they fee Ch the Homo- 
onion, that Father, Son, So Hel Ghof Chgh, were of the 
ſame Nature, and by, denying 7 bſtances, they 
prineipa pally y rejeted. rec gzvers SEND of INT 
Kindsand Species,in ro to Arianiſm, which de- 
nied the Son to be of the ſame Nature with his Father '3 


this he might. Ss Fain from Wy lapr om 
Firs 


ue, That t \, that the Fa- 

4 | inSubſt ance zs ef, ; for the 
ren the Ana agg and the Catholicks oppo- 
ſed, was not in the real diſtintion of their Perſons, 
buri in the diverſity of their Natures3 and the be 


| headds, will ronhelp 0; out : a ay rar n tho Þ 
to it 


were Two diſti 
Subſtance aur be rv as and 
to differ in Subſtance were the ſatne thing : As if Two 
Men were not «nins Subſtantie, of one and the fame 
Subſtance, asSt. Avſtrz and all the Fathers aſiert, be- 
_— they are Two diſtin Men, and each of them 
has a diſtin& Nature of his wary Or'if'he will call 
this a Difference, as if to differin number and inSub- 
ſtovce or Nature were the ſame thing ? or as if to 
differ in.number proved a diverſity'of Nature . It 
is a tedious thing to diſpute with who 
taught"to the Fathep, and t& un _ 


co 
But if Any milo do this, he is reſolve 


Reaſon ſhall, and Prong a Toe 

ſon-as he has at ities. Tang at ev the 

Three Perſons can't nan io Minds "becauſe 

they are not Three diftin# Subſtances, Now the Dean 

may very ſafely feng this Conſequence, and try _ 
x 


of a Trinity 'in Wnity, 
the Animadverter wiffproveit 3 That if Minds 
are Three een 41rd Ar Mind is a Sab- 
ſtance, theref6te Three diſtin® Minds, or Perſons, are 
Three diftin# Subſtances ;* for Three diſtin Minds 
guy ſablilt diſtintly,” and Yet" tnſeparably in One E- 
ternal and infinite” Sibſtance, as Three intelligent 
Perſons' 46. Though” the true and ſhort” Antwer 
1s, ' That'the ſame Subſtance 'repeated in Three di- 
ſtink Subſiſtences, not Three Sabſtances, but One, 
as1 have qften obſerved in the Cafe of the Man and 
Iiniao! WIONT7 0103 HERO? MYR 


his 4 | 
* Bat fagoofe Three” Perſons were Three diſtin Sub- 
fances, n{eparably united in One: t then ? 
What then? It is'a Terrible then * For then Two Sub- 
wcer: will comtnr in, and belony to'each Perſon; to wit 
thit Sub arte; which is the Divine , and'ſo is 
Otto nitable tr common winds Perſons, antl the Sub- 
nee, which conſtitutes each Perſon, and wy is ſo 
oor Þ to Ms to diſting#i jo from the other i 
conſequent lyto be incommunicable to any beſides him, to 
whom it belongs.” 7 [0081 Web 
' Patn heattily aſhamed and forry to ſee ſach Stuff, 
as muſt neceſſarily expoſe our Holy Faithto the ſcorn 
of Atheiſts and Infidels, 'and that I may not contri- 
but toit,' all ' this Nonſence ſhall eſcape the laſh of 
my Pen. * In ſhort; the Dean knows no Divine Sub- 
ſtance or Efence diſtin& from the Three Divnie Per- 
ſons, nor knows any diſtinfion between the 'Divine 
Eſſence; '4nd- a Divine Perſon, but that the Eſſence 
makes the'Perſon. That the whole Divine Efence 
or Natifre's originally th God'the Father; that this 
ſame whole DivineNature and Eflehce/was byerer- 
nal Generation, communicated by the'Father to the 
Son, and ſabfiſts diltintly in him's That this ſame 
WW N 2 whole 
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cach,orher, SCP OOTY MYR Bringy, 
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,lr is amazing to.thihk; whay 

Man muſt haye:of a Trimity. of 
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and eternal | Nind? And is not an infinite an Greens 

otaapaie ignorant red 
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Perſon, OTA: Subſtance: 3 ſo.thatthere.ja'a 

 Ferlon; peat Ten oe and abers: be but. One 

hfingle and fplitary ON ence, there can be 

t Qne ſach fngle- and ſolitaryPerſon ; Will hethen 


make four. F: F0ga, m_ d4.the none 


(ence, tial Perſon, and 
tos ENG it 1s as Or will .be-own God | 
be, what bo ny ww al to St. A, an 


Ep, 176, 177- raiothed with $corn'3 Trifornmis Perſons,' Oneivine 
P, {onunder;Three Forms: ;this or ſom pens 
1c ancalaſierbe Frachof theGale, as may 4 
+ bug 4:will now;;progeed. _; ti! 
third:Argument is;this. | 
F it- be truly Jasd; that ' one and the fame. infinite 
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Miu or. writ; - Father, Son 1: 4nd. Fg Gbo/ # (I 
mean 4 Pp ae together ) and it _ be os 
ſaid, that one the ſame infinite Mind: or Spirit is 
Three diſtin@, infinite Minds or Spirits, then it follows, 
that. Father, Son, god Holy Ghoſt, are not Three diſtin 
mnfruite Mings or Spirits. * 
--; This, Lggick 1s, a,very troubleſome thing, when 
Men want SENCE: [The whole of this Argument is this, 
at..One. infinite Mind, can't be. Three infinite 
Minds, nor; Three anfoite Minds Ope infinite Migd, 
s&that, Three Pcriqns,\ whe are:Oue infinite Mid, 
cantbg. Three: infigite-Mands$ that is, .That Three 
can:;t.be One, nor. One Three; whichif it beunjverſal- 
ly true; there jsan'end of aTrinityip-Unity 3 if.it be 
not univerſally tri, that is, if Three may be One, and 
Qne. Three,: the.meer'oppolitian between Three and 
Qne, "which s+cbe, whole force of his Argument, .is 
childiſh Sophiſtry.: For if they. be Three*and - One 
in different Reſpeds, this is no Contradiction..Every 
Divine Perſon 1s anipfinite Mind, and'-4$- diſtin&ly 
ſo, as he is a diſhn@Perſon; /andyet by their eflential 
and inſeparable Union to each other, all Three are 
but Qne eternal infinite Mind, as they are bat One 
God. But when theſe Three Divine Perſons; are 
fid-tobe Three, /and to be One eternal/and [infinite 


Mind,- they are Three arid Que:Mind-npon different , 


Reſpetts 3..every Perſon-by hbimſclft, asa diſtin Per- 
ſon, 1s an eternal infinite Mind, that-ts, is a knowing 
intelligent Being, and has all the Perfedtions: of anin- 
fivite. Underſtanding ; diſhngaiſhed: from /the. athet 
Perſons by Self-conſcionſneſs 3 and all Three Perfonsby 
their inſeparable Union 'to each other, are but One 
eternal infinite Mind, as having each other in them- 
ſelves by Mtxal- conſciouſneſs; and. let the. Animad- 
* verter 
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verter ſhew where the Contradiftion is, 'That' there 
ſhould be Three Self-conſcious infinite Minds, as there 
are Three infinite Perſons, united into One mutual- 
conſcious Mind, as Three diſtin& Perſons are united 
in the Unity of the "Godhead : eſpecially when this 
One eternal Mind-is. entirely and perfetlly r ted 
without the leaſt change in Three eternal intelligent 
Subfiſtences 3 each of which is diſtiaMly an eternal 
Mind, but the ſame One individual etcrnal new: 

4. His fourth' and laſt 

-&1r's tſoever Attribute 
and eac go: the Divine 137 
ſo belongs to them all in common, that it can bh ET 
none of them undgr any | Term K- un cal $9u from yy 


"But the. attribute ( jnfioirg iMird or Spirit IE, Þ 
= predicated of all and each” of the Divine- Perſons in 
and according to the Athanafian Form. 

And. therefore it can belong 'to none of them wnder 
any Term of diſtinFion from the've 

This is a wonderfal Argument, if it de wel hos! 
fidered. For, 

I. Infinite Mind or Spirit is no Artoidere, but the 
Divine 'Nature and Eſlence it ſelf, and otir Meta- 
phyſical 'Animadverter uſes to diſt between 
. Efence and Attributes in God ; / gnd 'Jiſputes ears 
neſtly without: an” opponent, that infinite Mind' is 
God ; and therefore, That there is but One infinite 
Mind, as there 'is but One God 3..Is God himſelf 
then an Attribute? What will he make of God! at 
hſt, 'when the Divine Eſſence is- an Attribute, and 
a Divine Perſon a meer Mode? ' 

2. Burt let infinite Mind or Spirit be an Attribute 
or 'the Divine Eſſence, ſince it may be truly predicated 


of a Trinity in Unity. 
of all and each of the Divine Perſons, it menſt- ſo belong to 
> fa all in RT that it can es to on , them 4 | 
der any Term of diftindion from the reſt, If by this Term 
of diſtiniFion from the reſt, he means it cannot belong to. 
 eachof them conſidered diſtin#ly as ſuch diſtin® Per- 
ſons, then it cannot be predicated diſtini#ly of them nei- 
ther; for nothing can, without manifeſt abſurdity,be 
diſtintly predicated of Three diſtin& Perſons, if it do 
not diſtinaly belong to each of them : If the Father, 
conſidered as the Father, and as a diſtin& Perſon 
from the Son, and from the Holy Ghoſt, be not an 
infinite Mind, it cannot be truly ſaid, That the Fa- 
ther is an infinite Mind; and if the Son, as a di- 
ſtn& Perſon from the Father and the Holy Ghoſt is 
not an infinite Mind, it cannot. be truly affirmed 
diſtin&tly of: the Son; that, he is an infinite Mind. 
Predication, if it, be true, muſt follow Nature, and 
therefore nothing can be particularly and diſtin&ly 
redicated of any Perſon, which does not diſtin&ly 
LE to him. What is. common' to Three, can- 
not-be ſo peculiarly appropriated to any. One, as to 
exclude either of the other Two; for it is not com- 
mon, if it be not common to all - and no more is it 
common, if each of them have it not as diſtin! 
as they ſubſiſt : For diſtin& Perſons, that fu 
diſfiatly,, muſt diſtinitly, haye what - they have, or 
they cannot have it at all; though Humane Nature. is 
common to all Mankind, yet every diſtin& Man, di- 
ſtigly enjoys Humane Nature for there is no other 
way of diſtin&tion of Perſons in a common Nature: 
There is indeed a great difference between the di- 
ſtin&tion.-of Humane Perſons, and of the Divine 
Perſons in the Sacred Trinity, and between the Di- 


vine Nature, being common to all Three Divine 
Per- 
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be, if we will maintain with the Atharaſran Creed, 
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Perſons, and Humane" Nature being-comtMot?' to 
all Mankind, -as 1 have" often 'obſerved ; but there 
is ſo much likeneſs and Analogy between them, as 
ro make it very abſurd to ſay, That what is com- 
mon to Three diſtin Perfons;. does tot belong 
diſtinaly to each. 

3. Nor does the form of the Athinak rat! Greed for- 
bid us diſtin&ly to attribute to each diftin& Perſon 
of. the Trinity, what is common to all Fhree; for 
the Creed it ſelf does this exprelly in every point 
The Father wncreate, the Son wnereate, the 'Holy Ghott 
wncreate. The Father Incomprehenſible, Eternal, Al 
mighty, God and Lord 4 and the Son Incomprehen le, 
Eternal, Almighty, God and Lord | and the' Hol hoft 
Twcomprehenſible, Eternal, Almig mighty, God no 
.And that ? Chriſt raft Verity compels ws to acknowledge 
every Perſon by WA hagva pus, * which, Fehink, ts 
fin }) God and 

Well! but theCreed expreſly den denies, Fhar hiet fire 
thereare Three/Unortate, or Three'l, That wot dy 
'Three Eterndls, or Thrive Almig bes. 


' Three Lords: Tgrantin, Os not for the 20m Fre 


ter's Reaſon, becauſe what is common to-all Fhree, 
does 'not diſtinaly belong toeach; or to all of them, 
for: the-Creed exptelly affirths, that it does; but- be- 
cauſe theſe Three Divine Perſorls; each of which have 
diftin3ly all-theſs Perfetions of the Divine Natitte, 
and the whole -Divirie Nature -+n then are 'ſo inſe- 


parably united, ' as ito be eflentially One :'' And 


therefore, ' though there are Three Eternal; Inch 
prehenſible; Almigbty Perſons, each of which ts 

and Lord,' yet there-1is bur One Etefnal, Incompre- 
henftble, Almighty God and Lord ; and thus it muſt 


the 


\s /of a Tromty mM Unity... L 1% 
the. real.diftintion of Perſons, andthe Unity of ithe 
Godhead : 'If there be! Three Perſons, 'gachi of which 
1s by himſelf, Uncreate, Eternal, Incomprehenſible, Al- 
mighty, 1 will venture any Man, who can' underſtand 

lain, ,Sence,. and dares own. it, to deny, if he: can, 

hat there are Three: Unoreate, Eternal; 
henſible, Almighty: Perſoxs. : And in: this Sence' the 
Dean has not tranſgreiſed the Form of-the Athara- 
fan Creed, by Three,infinite Minds, Hf'we underſtand 
them. of Three infipite, intelligent, Perſons; and it 
is, certain, he could Aarderſtind mathing;elfe by:them, 
when, he ;unites: theft Three :jnfinne Minds ihto 

One infmize/Mind,,. which: can Tigntfie hothing-elſe 
but Three' Perſorp.,aud Ont God. 5 1 
Argon, 019 dba gep ace ſenddle yr 
Arguinents;, and. L, ;yoÞ ace e& by-thi 
time, hat a prolgund Realbner hes intlie next 
place.'we. ſhonld 'confidet his Authorities, 'but 1 af 
very weary of this work, and I gueſs, you think 
it a pretty. long Letter already, but-16 you'defire it, 
ang will/haye- alittle Patience, neither you nor/ the 
Animadyerter ſhall long \coniplain. for want of an 
Anfwer, though | can't but think: tra needlefs:un> 
dertakingz for no Man, who ever Jbokt_ into the 
Fathers, can want an Anſwer, and thoſe who cans 
not iconſfult the Fathers themſelves, will believe as 
theix Inclinations and AtﬀeRtions lead themo!y & will 
undertake, the Fathers ſhall abſolve the Dean' from 
the; Lmpatation ,of Tritheiſm, let the Animadverter 
fence as well as he can: againſt Sebe//ianiſm. His So- 
cinian- Friends. and Admurers, declare, they: will not 
diſpute,with, him about; /a Trinity: of -meeri/ Modes 
and Poftures:in,the-$ingularity - of 'the 'Divine E6 

ſence; for though they haye too much Sence toown 

O and 
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andirprofeſs ſuch" a" Trinity, [yet they'think it nor 
wotth diſputing : It is a real;- ſubſtantial, ſubſiſting 
Trinity they are afraid of, and diſpute againſt; ſuch 
a Trinity 'the Dean aſſerts, and has'vindicated. from 
Abſurdity and Contradiftion, and this is:the Trinity, 
which both the-Scripture Teaches, arid the ancient 
Catholick Church always taught 5(ath this Funder: 
take to prove. ''!* 

There is indeed athird: part of we Anintadverky 
ons, if that may be called a party whichiyuns through 
and. inſpires the 'whole;/iin hich/t > Aninifdverter 
is by- much. an Over=<match;/ | 
Chriſtians 1 mean'his fee pat} 

Prophane the Name- of 'Wiv- to\give- it "thae-Title, 
This:1'don't quran to Anſwerj! and you your \felf 
- cohfefs! ix-{hexild :be opp. # 
 hiew then? heve. ſeu 

Reward of fach Heroſcal ion J 'Of Peres” "Plater, 
& declamatio fius. 

; And therefore I ſhall. only add, That if 'you'want 

EN nerrnge - ;reuHpiebys oth 

Defence e Nnow eſws on Wrii- 
1G ox \ with 17 trick was publiſhed 
De got fiace; and "filenced all his Adverſities 
then, . that he! heard no more of that till-the Ani- 
madverter revived. the-Quatrel,-'who could” have 
gived 'you'the Dean's Anfvers-to bif'own Obje@Hi- 
ons, | if he 'had fo 'pleaſed'3z for they- are not new, 
but borrowed from ſuch Wits as Mr.-' Alſo "”; with: 
out any new ſtrength given to them, 

Where the Anpimadverter charges: the Dean'With 
Abſurdines arid Contradiions; torn £6 x "bp 
arid read; it with'irs context]” and-tell me 'What 1p 
can't NAS and 1 wil: 9449 4 


of a Tranity in Unity. 
... But if you, or any bedy elſe, can be perſwaded 
by the Animadverter, That the Dean underſtands 
neither Exgli, Latir, nor Greek; neither Logicks, 
Metaphyſicks, or Common Stuce; | need wiſh you no 
other Puniſhment, when ever you Write to fall 
into the hands of ſach an Adverfary ; for, I believe, 
there are very few Writers, but might be expoſed in 
the, ſame manner-.by a ſpiteful Critick, not the Ani- 
madyerter bimſelf excepted , who begins his Ani- 
my" rn a notorious —_— in es 
a Myſtery from jwuwiv, or www whereas 4 My 
does Yr _ in Ergliſh the word Myſtery, tan 
the thin pniſied by that. be 5 pag there! 
ongh'fhe word may be derwed, 4 My 
hes alu rep al d'to Talk of deriving 
z Myfterj'is neither” Bglsſþ nor Sence:.. ' 
Bat though it were Juſtice to return ſome of his 
Complements to the'Dean upon himſelf, yer his Ex- 
ample js ſcanditous to, be imitated, and. there 
is no-need to expote him, more, thag his own Pen 
has done, 1 am, © © | 
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Tour very Faithful Friend. 
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it on thee: Tat ho be_ vet pinion Þ: 


verter: He has taken great cate, That no Man 
ſhould ſuſpect that he fayours the Dean in his Noti- 
ons; and I believe, the Dean will thank him for 
t, for if I underſtand him, he would never have 
fa ” and would be as unw ing that any Man ſhould 
think he has ſaid, what the Enquirer has. 
But all I deſign by this Poſb ſcript, is only thjs, | 


to let bene te. ſce,, hos pr fy what the Dea the Enquir wer does n« 

what the ſays, yet oy 1 
bh if will vill jſt rh the heavieſt 
Charge the Anima erter Dan could frame againſt 


bis kypothels, and that is 7rithesſav. 
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An pretence-of thi 1s; whae the Dean fays com 

g Three" d;ffind,\ eternal,” inffriire Minds, and 

the the Objedtions and Anſwers you have alteat heard; 


and if T'can- underſtang*tlis' Enquirer, b& ſays" this 


as plainly, and in more obnoxious .Ferms-than' the 
Dear has dorle! | 'oH, bas 22 roland 16rts fb 


Fs aore the wn ity of «Trinity #*% the God- 
—_ -pofſibility'of 'God's unit 
ble an Union;-as-hehasu ited 
- dk One" Mans and if it 
be "God. #0. awve © Two," would t 
* as Do a Three : oe yt = 
t in Unity, 'by the' Union ree 
Rn I wore om er 


ak bo triltly as" ou Soul and 
One \Mar. a 1. A201. 0%) 

awMNow from the yollBAiry Ro iow with 
fecha difthnftior"in created Spities; He eonidudes'the 
poſſibility of -ſath ## Union nnmide ;\or that Fi 074. 
ginel and-eternal, i: an nimade br ancreated Bei 
that'is, That Three \eeernal; uhindde IG 
Tits may "be thus anited in no Godhead | 
'Thatthere are, of my 
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Notiot''of' he: t)finite A con. for- Three Pag. 40- 
Pw] \Hubſancer thi d6ed not'allert 3 and*if 
the. Enquirer has not all —_ while been 'proving, 
Three Spirits, Three: i diſtin# Eſences, Three individual - 
Neatwres ini the ad, no xt Mah living can gueſs 
ns (for "my! wh mr tell, where 
thedifteter | Fern of infi- 
nite; | for hig/Three role an ex, atid individu- 
a. Nutwves,, 1rd make ap his:Unity of the Godhead, 
has repreſen ,.do- not ſeem to be! infinite. 
fronts the \Amitiadverter, 
mmm Fe1b) SE; _ tad. 
j he” may'fa ifpute 
as ooo and "all vn one fide, long” as - aſ- 
_—_ Fe Arms ; eatiage fee! how the Dean 
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PORRICRIAT... 
words...” The Dean,allogs bur. One; Divinie Edlence] 
and One : wdividgal: ;Nature* inthe. mor 
| peared in Theee Perſons; bit without -guleiplicats- 
on, as I have already explained it arid how. Crack 
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o/ Holy Ghoſt; 'andin 
(ays, 'cbb Pc Jobs but not fo Aar'to 

22U6 Sow Re! All Oct Cngtia | 
That. the Father is| God, | 
the Fly Ghoſt y-and thac , not.exchu- 
Spe Fins Thar the Father is TIES 
GoF, Has 'the wholecetrite Di n- himſelf, 
yer. the ſame whoteentice Divinity -annd 
ably ſabfifts in qhePerſon- of; ee ms of 


| 4 , thar-the ſame, whole: tundivided Di- 
hey © FaSAts Perſons, 

"and Hel hot, \andi theritfare eachof 
them þ (elf thi oper, and aequate 
'Cofception is true'and all —_— 
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neſs z no” Wiſdom the t A 
neſs; and therefore tix volt 
with his Father, \..-* 
Which rst n r than 
.. Enquirer's NoriSy, that BY 
" the ver-bleſled Yor! ®-fogy 
Holy Cholt, Je by park 
ty, though we Noulagant 
make One God, yet vY 
nor be begotten,/nor pace 
therefore'c 10ufpe rel 
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